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Also, petition of the Maritime Association of the Port of New
York, for Senate bill 5677, improvement in the Life-Saving
Service; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. CHAPMAN : Petition of Joppa (Ill.) Lodge, No. 2200,
of the Modern Brotherhood of America, for the Dodds bill
(H. R, 22239) ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post

toads. .

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petition of residents of Ra-
cine, Wis,, asking for enactment of Senate bill 5677, to promote
effiviency of the Life-Saving Service; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. DICKINSON : Petition of Frank T. Clay and others,
against a rural parcels-post law; to the Committee on the Post
Office and I'ost Roads.

By Mr. DIEKEMA : Petition of Swan A. Miller and others,
asking early and favorable action on bill providing for retire-
ment and relief of officers and members of the United States
Life-Saving Service (8. 5677); to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT : Petition of Merchants' Association
of San Francisco, for appropriation to improve Mare Island
Navy Yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. ESCH : Paper to accompany bill for relief of Jeshuron
Bailey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: Petition of J. G. Stansfield &
Sons, of Mount Carmel, I11, against legislation for the extension
of the parcels-post service; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads. )

Also, petition of Henry Longnecker Post, No. 171, Grand
Army of the Republic, of Robinson, I, for pension bill H. R.
16268 ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Ludwig Nelson & Irish, of
Syeamore, Ill., protesting against the enactment of a parcels-
post law; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. GARNER of Texas: Petition of Artisan Camp, No.
2660, Woodmen of the World, of Texas, for the Dodds bill
; {H. It. 22239); to the Committee on the Post Office and Post

toads.

By Mr. GRATIAM of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Grace
Evangelical Lutheran Chureh, of Pittsburg, Pa., favoring House
bill 21836, relative to safety of human life at sea; to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. HAMMOND: Petition of A. C.”Albright, for legisla-
tion granting old-age pensions; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, petition of M. B. Miller and 26 others, of Sioux Valley,
Minn., for legislation against dealing in futures; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH : Papers to accompany bills for
relief of E. C. George, T. 8. Watson, H. A. McLaughlin, J. V.
Grove, and Ebenezer Beauchard; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, petition of Rev. Dr. R. Emery Bertham, president of Scio
College, for appropriation of $75,000 to enable Commissioner
of Education to employ consulting specialist in education work;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of Woman’s Club
of Glen Ridge, N. J., for an investigation of facts relative to
tuberculosis among farm animals; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Algo, petition of Harry Truax, of Long Branch (N. J.) Board
of Trade, of New Brunswick, N. J., against the Tou Velle bill;
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of New Jersey Child Labor Committee, of East
Orange, N. J., favoring a Federal bureau for children; to the
Committee on Expenditures in the Department of Commerce
and Labor.

By Mr. HULL of Towa: Petition of Meek & Robertson Co.
nnd other citizens of Indianola, Iowa, against a parcels-post
law; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. KENDALL: Petition of citizens of Deep River, Iowa,
against a parcels-post law; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

By Mr. LAFEAN: Papers to accompany bills for relief of
Annie M. Tingley, Martin C. Gross, Henry Smith, J. W, Flaharty,
and Levi R. Samis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McKINNEY : Petition of citizens of Carthage, Joy,
and Alexis, all in the State of Illinois, protesting against the
enactment of a parecels-post law; to the Committee on the Post
Office and PPost Roads.

By Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania: Petitlon of J. Madison
Taylor, of Philadelphia, Pa., for passage of Senate bill 423 and
House bill 27008, for Federal children’s bureau; to the Commit-
tee on Expenditures in the Department of Commerce and Labor.
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By Mr. NEEDHAM : Petition of Chamber of Commerce of
San Francisco, Cal, relative to delays in telegraphic matter;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of convention of California Fruit Growers’
Association, asking appropriation to protect fruit of the country
from destruction by the Mediterranean fly; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. ROBINSON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
W. C. Whitthorn ; to the Committes on Pensions.

By Mr. SHEFFIELD : Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Flora Annis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SIMS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Capt.
John W. Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. TOWNSEND:: Petition of Manchester (Mich.) Brew-
ing Co., for removal of duty on barley; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

SENATE.
WebNEspAY, December 21, 1910.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D.
NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER.

Mr. KEAN called the Senate to order, and the Secretary read

the following :
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
UNITED STATES Sr.\u'ra,
Washington, December 21, xm

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, I appoint Hon. Joux
KEAN, geuﬂtnr from New Jersey, to perform the du%’ea o{» ti%le Chalir.
. FRYE,
President pro tempore.
Mr. KEAN tlfereupon took the chair as Presiding Officer, and
directed that the Journal be read.

THE JOURNAL.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. GALLINGER, and by unani-
mous consent, the further reading was dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Journal
stands approved as read.

PROPOSED INCREASES IN FREIGHT RATES.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Interstate Commerce Commission (8. Doc.
No. 725), transmitting, in response to a resolution of the 15th
instant, copy of the evidence in the investigation of advances in
rates by carriers in official classification territory, and also of
advances in rates by earriers in Western Trunk Line, Trans-
Missouri, and Illinois freight committee territories, which, with
the accompanying papers, was referred to the Committee on
Interstate Commerce and, with accompanying illustrations,
ordered to be printed.

REPORT OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION.

The PRESIDING OFFICER Ilaid before the Senate the
twenty-fourth annual report of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (H. Doc. No. 1168), which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate Commerce and ordered to be printed.

KAW AND OTOE INDIAN ALLOTMENTS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting,
in response to resolution of June 23, 1910, schedules showing the
number of allotments belonging to deceased Indians of the Kaw
and Otoe Tribes (8, Doc. No. 722), which, with the accompany-
ing papers, were referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs
and ordered to be printed.

SITE FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REFORMATORY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, in response to a resolution of the 17th instant,
certain information relative to the selection of a tract of land
for a site for the construction of a reformatory for the District
of Columbia mnear Mount Vernon (8. Doec. No. 724), which,
with the accompanying paper and illustrations, was referred to
the Committee on the District of Columbia and ordered to be
printed,

ENBOLLED BILLS SIGNED.

A message from the House of Representatives, by W. J.
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the Speaker of the
House had signed the following enrolled bills and joint reso-
lution, and they were thereupon signed by the Presiding Officer :

H. IR. 20495, An act making appropriations to supply urgent
deficiencies in the appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1911, and for other purposes,
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§.9439, An act to amend the act regulating the height of
buildings in the District of Columbia, approved June 1; 1910;
and

8. J. Res, 125. Joint resolution to continue in full force and
effect an act entitled “An act to provide for the appropriate
marking of the graves of the soldiers and sailors of the Con-
federate Army and Navy who died in northern prisons and were
buried near the prisons where they died, and for other pur-
poses.”

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER presented petitions of sundry
citizens of Ohio, Illinois, Iowa, Michigan, Mississippi, Okla-
homa, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Nebraska, remonstrating
against the passage of the so-called parcels-post bill, which were
referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Nebraska,
Michigan, New Hampshire, and California, praying that an
appropriation be made for the extension of the work of the
Office of Public Roads, Department of Agriculture, which were
ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the State Board of Medical
Examiners of Colorado, praying for the establishment of a
department of public health, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Public Health and National Quarantine.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of the United
States, praying for the enactment of legislation to regulate the
interstate transportation of intoxicating liquors into prohibition
territory, which were referred to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

Mr. S8COTT presented a petition of J. C. Root Camp, No. 12,
Woodmen of the World, of Wheeling, W. Va., praying for the
enactment of legislation providing for the admission of pub-
lications of fraternal societies to the mail as second-elass mat-
ter, which was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and
Tost Roads.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Huntington,
W. Va., praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the
printing of certain matter on stamped envelopes, which was
referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. BURNHAM presented a petition of T. J. Winn, of
Harrisville, N. H., praying that New Orleans, La., be selected
as the site for holding the proposed Panama Canal Exposition,
which was referred to the Committee on Industrial Expositions.

He also presented a petition of N. B. Thayer & Co., of ast
Rochester, N. H., praying that San Francisco, Cal, be selected
as the site for holding the proposed Panama Canal Exposition,
which was referred to the Committee on Industrial Expositions.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens and business
firms of Dover, Antrim, Winchester, and Hanover, all in the
State of New Hampshire, remonstrating against the enactment
of legislation to prohibit the printing of certain matter on
stamped envelopes, which were referred to the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. On behalf of the senior Senator
from Colorado [Mr. GueGENHEIM], and at his request in his
absence, I present a joint memorial of the legislature of that
State, which I ask may be read.

The memorial was read, and referred to the Committee on
Pensions, as follows:

STATE OF COLORADO,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE.
UXITED STATES OF AMERICA,

State of Colorado, gs:
CERTIFICATE.

I, James B. Pearce, secretary of state of the State of Colorado, hereby
certify that the anpexed Is a full, true, and complete transeript of the
senate joint memorial, by Senator Burger, which was fil in this
office the 2d day of Beptember, A. D. 1910, at 11.52 o'clock a. m., and
admitted to record.

In testimony whereof 1 have hereunto set my hand and affixed the
ﬁreat geal of the State of Colorado, at the clty of Denver, this 12th

ay of Deccmber, A. D, 1910,
fsm.} JaMes B. PRARCE,
Secretary ag State,
By Tmouas F. DiLLoxw, Jr.,
Deputy.
Senate jolnt memorial by Senator Burger.

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives of the United

Btates of America:

Your memorialists, the Seventeenth General Assembly of the Siate of
Colorado, do hereby submit, for your honorable consideration, the fol-
lowing memorial : _

Whereas the soldlers who protected our frontier from 1865 to 1883
and rendered such valuable service and endured great hardships, many
of them serving the beat years of their lives, have been, In our opinion,
unjustly neglected by this Government that they so bravely defended
upon our frontler, making it ible for the present genera n to ae-
vel‘té’y{1 the great resources of this western coun%r{; an

ereas as many of those who participated in the st le of pro-
tecting our families and prmrt;v have passed away, nnd the few that
yet remain will also cross great divide to join their comrades on

*fame's eternal camping ground,” we believe it to be the duty of this
Government to care for those re ing and to see to it that none lack
éﬁ:t ﬁlgcemﬂm of life during the few years they will be with us on
Therefore the Seventeenth General Assembly of the State of Colorado
respectfully requests the passage of a bill giving to the remainder of the
soldiers who served this Government of ghe linited States 90 days or
more, in actual service in the Indlan wars, from 1865 to 1883, the same
nslonable status as the Clvil War or Spanish War veterans are so
ustly receiving at the hands of this Government.
StErHEN R. FITZGARRALD,
President of the Senate.
H. L. LUBEES, '
Speaker of the House of Representatives.
Approved, September 2, 1910.
Joux F. SHAFROTH,
Governor of the State of Colorado.
Mr. LODGE presented memorials of the Ropes Drug Co., of
Salem; Frederic 8. Almy, of West Wrentham; John T. Rlobin-
son Co., of Hyde Park; Arthur Kendrick, of Newton; Ladies’
Union Charitable Soclety, of Lawrence; Tremont Worsted Co.,
of Methuen; George E. Gilcreast Co., of Boston; B. L. Cook,
of State Farm; Willlam B. Bangs, of Provincetown: W. IL
Emerson, of Boston; J. F. Pope & Son, of Beverly; George St.
John Sheflield, of Attleboro; Chester W, Humphrey, of Roches-
ter; Thomas F. McCarthy, of Boston; J. W. Forrester & Co.,
of Clinton; Lafayette K. Chase, of South Yarmouth; Curtis H.
Waterman, of Boston; Williams-Kneeland Co., of South Drain-
tree; Grain Dealers’ Mutual Fire Insurance Co., of Boston;
the American Baptist Home Mission Soclety, of Boston: the
Fall River Bleachery, of Fall River; Rev. Theodore E. Bus-
field, D. D., of North Adams; Perley R. Eaton, of Fitchburg;
Dr. J. F. Valentine, of Danvers; John F. Low, of Duxbury;
the Stoddard Union Co., of Boston; the American Baptist For-
eign Mission Society, of Boston; W. L. Coggins, of Rockland;
the State National Bank of Boston; E. . Wixom, of Win-
chester; the Bay State Trust Co., of Boston; Samuel M. Green,
of Springfield; Henry F. Harris, of Worcester; the Boston Lum-
ber Co., of Boston; Fuller & Gray, of Fall River: Lawrence Co-
operative Bank, of Lawrence; the Smith Tablet Co., of Holyoke;
H. & J. Brewer Co., of Springfield; Spencer Wire Co., of Wor-
cester; the W. H. W, Teele Co., of Boston; H. L. Frost & Co.,
of Arlington; the Cameron Appliance Co., of Everett; the
Arthur A. Williams Shoe Co., of Holliston; the American Miea
Co., of Newton Lower Falls; the Lowell Shoe Co., of Lowell;
the Multiple Woven Hose & Rubber Co., of Worcester; the H. D.
Evans Steel Co., of Boston; the Geo. H. Snow Co., of Brock-
ton; the L. 8. Watson Manufacturing Co., of Leicester; Isaac
Prouty & Co. (Ine.), of Spencer; the Meisel Press & Manufac-
turing Co., of Boston; the Bourn-Hadley Co. of Templeton;
Houghton & Richards, of Boston ; the Merchants' National Bank
of SBalem; the Stewart-Merrick Co., of Springfield; the Hamp-
den Hotel Co., of Springfield; the Board of Trade of Mansfield;
the A. H. Rice Co., of Pittsfield; the Board of Trade of Salem;
James M. W. Hall, of Boston; Newell & Knowlton (Inc.), of
Peabody; the P. W. Wood Lumber Co., of Worcester; Charles
Emerson & Sons, of Haverhill; the Worcester Woolen Mill Co.,
of Worcester; the Merchants' Supply Co., of Brockton; I. H.
Ballou & Co., of Boston; Gray & Davis, of Amesbury; J. E.
Warren & Co., of Marlboro; the Belcher & Taylor Agricultural
Tool Co., of Chicopee Falls; the Salem Mutual Fire Insurance
Co., of Salem; the Fraser Dry Goods Co., of Brockton; Mahoney
& Mahoney, of Lawrence; the International Instrument Co., of
Cambridge; the Maple Hall Sanitarium, of Worcester; Robert
W. Atkinson, of Brookline; W. A. Stevens, of Lynn; the 8. & I.
Co., of Springfield; Bowen & Fuller, of Leominster; A. C.
Titus & Co., of Salem; the Women’s Educational & Industrial
Co., of Boston; the Newton Ice Co., of Newton Lower Falls;
the Boston Credit Men's Association, of Boston; the Charles-
town Five Cents Savings Bank, of Charlestown; the National
Shawmut Bank, of Boston; the J. C. Rhodes & Co. (Inc.), of
New Bedford; the Charles E. Greenman Co., of Haverhill;
Frank A. Smith & Son, of North Brookfield; the Townsman, of
Wellesley; the Clothiers’ Association of Boston; the Pittsfield
Spark Coil Co., of Dalton; the W. A. Fuller Lumber Co., of
Leominster; the Arthur F. Tyler Co., of Athol; the Worcester
Pressed Steel Co., of Worcester; Parker Bros. (Inc.), of Salem;
the National Bank Credit Agency, of Boston; Rev. George W.
Owen, of West Lynn; Dr. I. J. Clarke, of Haverhill; the G. W.
Herrick Shoe Co., of Lynn; Norfolk Royal Arch Chapter, of
Hyde Park; the Baker Shoe Co., of Beverly; Prof. J. E. War-
ren, of Cambridge; Willard B. Jackman, of Marblehead; J. S.
Temple, of Reading; Ipswich Mills, by Philip M. Reynolds,
treasurer ; Arthur C. Perry, of Worcester ; Arthur B. Henderson,
of Cambridge; Smith, Adams & Gibbs Co., F. B. Whitney, E. E.
Wilson Co., Dr. A. C. Daniels, Franklin Shoe Co., Robert W.
Neff, Harrison C. Hall, E. D. Hewins, Hutchins & Wheeler,
the Macallen Co., J. G. Thorp, Beaudry & Co., Hewes & Potter,
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Hazen-Brown Co., F. N. Graves & Co., the Columbia National
Life Insurance Co., Dewey, Gould & Co., York & Whitney Co.,
Alfred E. Copp, Tenney, Morse & Co., Dawe Stoddard Co., Henry
@. Bissell & Co., Oliver L. Briggs & Son, Hills & Nichols, Elder
& Whitman, Cobb, Bates & Yerxa Co., Scott & Williams, W. E.
3ilman & Co., Prof. Norton A. Kent, T. F. Edmonds & Co,,
Hunt-Spiller Manufacturing Corporation, William Read & Sons,
Lockwood, Brackett & Co., Bond & Goodwin, Cyrus Brewer &
Co., H. J. Harwood's Sons, Webster-Tapper Co., Hoag & Cath-
eron, Landers Bros. Co., H. Traiser & Co. (Inc.), Henry Mar-
tyn Clarke, Hall Lumber Co., Arthur T. Lyman, E. F. Butler
& Co., Samuel W. Mendum, Meisel Press & Manufacturing Co.,
and the Stoddard Union Co., of Boston; the Royal Candy Co.,
of Springfield; Hatton Bros. & Johnson, of Lynn; sundry ecitl-
zens of Falmouth, all in the State of Massachusetts, remonstrat-
ing sgainst the passage of the so-called Tou Velle bill, to prohibit
the printing by the Government of certain matter on stamped
envelopes, which were referred to the Committee on Post Offices
and Post Roads.

Mr. FLINT presented a petition of the Sempervirens Club,

of California, praying for the enactment of legislation granting |

certain public lands to the State of California to be added to
the California Redwood Park, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands.

He also presented a petition of the State Fruit Growers'
Convention of California, praying for the passage of the so-
called parcels-post bill, which was referred to the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented a petition of the State Fruit Growers’
Convention of California, praying for the enactment of legisla-
tion to prevent the introduction of the Mediterranean fruit fly,
which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

He also presented a petition of the North, Northeast, and
Northwest Improvement Association, of Los Angeles, Cal., pray-
ing that an appropriation be made for the erection of a custom-
house and appraiser's building in that eity, which was referred
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Te also presented a petition of the board of directors of the
Merchants’ Association of San Francisco, Cal., praying that an
appropriation be made for the improvement of the harbor at
Mare Island Navy Yard, in that State, which was referred to
the Committee on Commerce.

He also presented a petition of Local Lodge No. 929, Modern
Brotherhood of America, of Oakland, Cal., praying for the enact-
ment of legislation providing for the admission of publications
of fraternal societies to the mail as second-class matter, which
was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post RRoads.

Mr., YOUNG presented petitions of sundry employees of the
Chicago Great Western Railroad Co., residents of Marshalltown
and Des Moines, in the State of Iowa, praying for the enact-
ment of legislation authorizing higher rates of transportation
for railroads, which were referred to the Committee on Inter-
state Commerce.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Cincinnati,
Jowa, remonstrating against the passage of the so-called par-
cels-post bill, which was referred to the Committee on Post
Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented a memorial of Annett Post, No. 124, Grand
Army of the Republie, Department of Iowa, of Spencer, Iowa,
remonstrating against the establishment of a Civil War volun-
teer officers’ retired list, which was referred to the Committee
on Pensions.

He also presented a petition of the Commercial Club of Fort
Madison, Iowa, praying that San Francisco, Cal., be selected
as the site for holding the proposed Panama Canal Exposition,
which was referred to the Committee on Industrial Expositions.

He also presented a petition of the Society of the United
States Military Telegraph Corps, praying for the enactment of
legislation granting a military status to the men who enrolled
in the United States Military Telegraph Corps, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

He also presented petitions of Loeal Lodges No. 262, of
Cassialia; No. 506, of Sac City; No. 246, of Hartley; No. 97, of
Webster City; No. 713, of Harpers Ferry; No. 286, of Marion;
No. 177, of Sheldon; No. 59, of Fairfax; and No. 199, of Oel-
wein, all of the Modern Brotherhood of America; of Local
Camp No. T1, of Woodbine, and of Local Camp No. 350, of
Glenwood, all of the Woodmen of the World, in the State of
Iowa, praying for the enactment of legislation providing for the
admission of publications of fraternal societies to the mails as
second-class matter, which were referred to the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. BRANDEGEE presented a petition of Loeal Camp No.
17, Woodmen of the World, of Bridgeport, Conn., praying for
the enactment of legislation providing for the admission of pub-

lications of fraternal societies to the malls as second-class
matter, which was referred to the Committee on Post Offices
and Post Roads.

Mr. KEAN presented a petition of the local branch of the
New Jersey Child Labor Committee, of East Orange, N. J.,
praying for the passage of the so-called children’s bureau bill,
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

He also presented a petition of J. Eavenson & Sons, of Cam-
den, N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation providing
for the establishment of a court of patent appeals, which was
referred to the Committee on Patents.

SENATOR FROM ILLINOIS.

Mr. BURROWS. Mr. President, on behalf of the Committee
on Privileges and Elections, to which was referred Senate reso-
lution No. 264, directing an investigation into certain charges
made against WiLriam LorimEer, a Senator from the State of
Illinois, I submit the following report (No. 942) and ask that
it be printed and lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Michigan,
from the Committee on Privileges and Elections, submits the
following report.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. May I make the suggestion to the Sena-
tor whether it would not be wise to have merely the conclusions
of the report read to the Senate? I merely suggest it for what
it may be worth.

Mr. BURROWS. There will be no objection to printing the
report in the REcorp.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Not at all

Mr. LODGE. I ask that the report be printed in the Recorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Massachu-
setts asks unanimous consent that the report be printed in the
Recorp. Is there objection? The Chair hears none.

The report this day submitted by Mr. Burrows is as follows:

[Senate Report No. 942, Bixty-first Congress, third session.]

The Committee on Privileges and Elections, to whom was referred cer-
tain charges relating to the election of WiLLiam LoriMER, a Senator
from the %tnte of Illinois, by the legislature of that State, have had the
same under consideration, and submit the following report :

On the Tth day of June, 1910, there was referred to the Committee on
Privileges and Elections a memorial ed by one Clifford W. Barnes,
as president of the Legislative Voters' e, of Chicago, Ill., alleging
in substance that the election of WiLLIAM LORIMER, a Senator from the
State of Illinols, was secured by bribery. These charges are set forth at
length in the pmceedlnﬁs of the Senate for June 7, 1910.

n the 20th day of June, 1910, the Senate adopted a resclution au-
thorizing and directing said committee, or any subcommittee thereof, to
investigate said charges. In pursuance of the aunthority conferred and
direction given b{ the Senate in said resolution, a subcommittee was
appointed, consisting of Mr. Burrows, chairman; Mr. GamMeBLE, Mr,

EYBURN, Mr. BULKELEY, Mr. FFrazIieR, Mr. PAYNTER, and Mr. JOHNSTON,

It was thought by the subcommittee to be advisable to make this
investlgatlon at the city of Chleago, in the State of Illinois. Aeccord-
ingly the subcommittee met in that city on the 20th of September, 1910,
and proceeded to execute the order of the Senate.

A large mber of witn were examined and all the availabla
information which, in the judgment of the subcommittee, would be of
an{ value in the investigation, was obtained and considered.

t appears from the evidence that Mr. LoriMER was elected a Senator
from the State of Illinois on the 26th day of May, 1909, by a joint
assembly of the two houses of the 2goneral assembly of the State of
Illinois, receiving 108 votes out of 202 that were cast for the several
candidates for that office, as follows:
Albert J. Hopkins
William Lorimer
Lawrence B. Stringer

70
108
24

YOTES EEQUIRED TO ELECT.

The question is raised by counsel whether the language of the
statute regulating the election of United States Senators reqguires that
in order to elect a Senator the person elected must recelve a majority
of the votea of all the members elected to each house of the legislature,
or whether it is sufficient if one person receives a majority of all the
votes cast in the joint assembly, “a ma]otit;.' of all the members elected
to both houses being present and voting.” This question seems to
have been decided by the Senate in the case of Lapham and Miller
(Benate Election Cases, 697). In that case it was held that a major-
ity of a quornm of each house is sufficient to elect, and in that decision
the committee concur.

BRIBERY.

In a number of cases that have been before the Senate of the United
States it has been held that to invalidate the election of a Senator on
account of bribery it must be made to appear either— -

(1) That the {}eraon elected participated in one or more acts of
bribery or attempted bribery; or sanctioned or encouraged the same; or

(2) That by bribery or corrupt practices enough votes were obfained
for him to change the result of the election.

At what was practically the outset of the investigation, counsel for
the Chicago Tr?buna (who conducted the Inguiry against Senator
LoriMER) announced that he did not expect to connect Senator LORIMER
with any a.céss of bribery, and upon this point the following took place
(Record, p. ).: z

* Senator HEYBURN. T would suggest it might be well for you here
to state what you expect to prove, in order that we may apply the law
as to such proof.

“Mr. AUSTRIAN. I expect to prove— !
h“ ?Senator BUuLkELEY. Do you expect to connect Mr. LomimeEr with
this

*“ Mr. AusTriaN. No, sir; not In that way at all.

“Judge Haxecy. That is, you do not intend to connect Senator
LoriMER T
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“Mr, AvsTRIAN. T personally do not intend to connect Benator Lomi-
MER. The statement made here by the witnesses that they had some
talk with Mr. LoriMER, the committee will please understand, of course,
these witnesses, I have never talked with—never talked with but two
of the witnesses who will be called upon the witness stand.

“Judge Hanecy. You do not claim that any witness will say that he
ever talked with Senator LomiMEr about money?

“Mr. AvsTRIAN. I know of no one.

- .‘md{e Haxecy. You say, in that connecti you sald that th
would show that they had some conversation with Benator LORIMER

“Mr. AvsTRIAN. Oh, they had, but what that conversation was I do
not know.

“ Judge Haxecy. But not in relation to the payment of money or any
corrupt practice, you do not mean?

“Mr. AusTrIAN. I should sady not."

And that he did not contend that * he (Benator LoRIMER) had any-
thing to do with it.” (Record, p. 80.

It will be remembered that on the 28th of May, 1910, shortly after
the charges appeared In the public press, Senator LORIMER in the o
Senate denled any act of bribery on his part in connectlon with his
election in the most emphatic terms, and demanded an investigation by
Eijme?.ﬁ ;:lting the following resolution (Cong. Record, vol. 45, pt. 7, p.
T020) ¢

“IN THE SENATE OF THE UXITED STATES,
May 28, 1910.

“ My, LorrsmeEr submitted the following resolution ; which was referred
g:? the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the

nate :

“iResolved, That the Commitiee on Privileges and Elections be di-
rected to examine the allegations recently made in the public press,
charging that bribery and corruption were practiced In the election of
WiILLIAM LoriMER to a seat in the United States Senate, and to ascer-
tain the facts in connection with these charges, and report as early as
possible; and for that purpose the committee shall have authority to
gend for persons and h’:ﬁers. to employ a atm&mpher and such other
additional help as it s deem necwnrs" and the committee is author-
ized to act through a subcommittee ;a0 ts expense shall be paid from

the contingent fund of the Benate.’
It should further be stated that there was no MW
during the investigation which would tend in the remotest to

fmplicate Senator LorIMER in any personal act of bribery or attemptea
bribery or corrupt practices of any nature.

It is claimed, however, that several members of the legislature were,
in fact, bribed to vote for Mr. LoriMER, and if established it remains to
inquire whether a sufficient number of members of the General Assembly
of the State of Illinols were bribed to vote for Senator LORIMER to
render his election to that office invalid.

It was to this question that the evidence taken on the Investigation
was chiefly directed and the subcommittee, who made the investigation,
not only heard the testimomy, but observed the witnesses while on the
stand, tyi'xeir demeanor while testifying, their apparent candor or want of
ecandor in giving their testimony, and other indicia of the truth or
falsity of the story they were telling.

Four members the General Assembly which elected Mr. LoRIiMER
testified to recelving money ns a consideration for their votes. The
members who thus confessed their own infa were Charles A. White,
Michael Link, H. J. C. Beckemeyer, and Daniel W. Holstlaw.

CHARLES A, WHITE.

The chlef of these self-accusers and the one on whose testimony the
whole fabrie of the aceusation la depends was Charles A. te1 a
member of the lower house of the Illinois General Assembly. White
to have developed early in his legislative career an insatiable
desire to secure a pecuniary compensation for his official acts, and he
also ap his fellow members of the general assem-
bly of belng as corrupt as himself. He endeavored to induce the chair-
man of an imgrtnnt committee to defer g a bill, in. order to
extort mog:g m those who were in in itl:dpa.aa:ge. After Mr.
LORIMER been elected to the Senate, White tr to obtain informa-
tion from another member of the house whether money had not been
used to promote Senator LoriMER's election. This inqul not only
shows his corrupt character, but also casts m%::lun upon the truth of
;lls ;tg;yt that he had been bribed to vote for the successful candidate

or ator.

After wasting his salary and other means in riotous living, White
toh?xmmcﬂved the plan of claiming to have been bribed in

o of his fr
and then attempts to put it into execution. In this he signally falls,
as appears from the following correspondence :
O'FaLLox, ILL., 12—4-09.
Hon, Wu. H. LORIMER,
Washington, D. C.

My Drar Sir: I am preparing to place before the people of this coun-
try an article I hayve written giving my true experience as a member of
the Illinois Legislature. The article will appear either in book form or
will be published In one of the largest magazines in the United States.

I have just completed the manu which contalns about 30,000
words, glv fhm detall my absolutely true experiences as a member of
the forty-sixth general assembly. As yet I have not closed a deal with
nng;tpublish!ng lhouse, but when my terms are acceptable will dispose

of it.
'qlﬂl’mvs' bee::dftered a sum sufficient to value the manuscript at about

2 WO! 5

Belleving that you would be more than deeply interested In the works
and actions of the members of the last s on of the Illinois Legisla-
ture, owing to the fact that possibly your e_sgglenca with that eral
assembly will be one of the questions free ussed, and assuring yon
that I have severed all connections with wﬂ;y leaders, as I am to
be inde 7 future in all my political deallngs,

am, respectfully, yours,

(Record, p. 125.)

To this communication Senator LoriMER replied as follows:
Hon. CHARLES A. WHITE, O'Fallon, ITL.

My DEAR S8ir: I am In recelpt of your letter of December 4 In which

ou advise me that you have manuscript ready to place with publishers
{mtlnz of your experience as a member of the Illinois Legislature.

1 would be very glad indeed to know of your success as an author.

With kindest personal regards, I am,

Very truly, yours, WiLLiAM LORIMER.
(Record, p. 164.)

Cmas. A. WHITE.

Questioned by the committee as to his purpose in writing Senator
qu;uxxn., Mr. te testified : »

Senator PAYNTER. If I understood you, Mr. White, correctly, that
you hoped to ﬁt a letter from Senator LomiMEr that you could use in
connection with this Fnblimtim?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Well, by that, I suppose that you expected a letter from Senator
LorrMER that might aid to support your charges. 1Is that the hope you
had in the matter?—A. Yes, sir; I had no evidence against Senator Lom-
IMER dlrectl{, and had no dealings with him.

Q. The letter recites in substance—I do not remember the exact
language—that you had been made an offer or some inducement
been held out t indicated that the manuscript was worth $2.25 a
word—or $2.560 a word, I mean. That is the language of it, ‘1 have
been ?Eered a sum sufficient to value the manuseript at about $2.50 per
word." Suppose that Senator LoriMer had placed the same value upon
the manuscript that you did, and had offered you $75,000, would you
h.nze taken it?—A. I would have let him have the manuscript.

“Q. For $75,000. Would you have accepted $75,000 if he had of-
fered it to you?—A. I don't think I would: if I had I might have
tumad 5ifg: over tﬁl sg::ebotdy %ldse-th

“Q. You wou ve turn e money over to someone else?—A. I
might have done that.” %

Record, p. 126.)

Thereafter Mr. White attempts to sell his story to eastern
tions, and subsequently did contract to sell it to the Chicago Tribune
for the sum of §3,500, a part of White's a ent be that he will
assist in substantiating the correctness of gel:n;tury. agreement
was reduced to writing, and is as follows:

[Exhibit 5.]

THE CHICAGO TRIBUNE, OFFICH ur”{’uxt.mm.
: cihlﬂwES '# A]” I ¢ ] -
To CHARLES A. WHITE ; gl

You offered to sell to us for publleation a story written , which
story gives ‘yanr experiences while a member of the hubu{eﬂmf \:epm-
sentatives of Illinols during 1909-10, and giving also certain informa-
tion as to what transpired by reason of your voting for certain measures,

ublica-

etc;.lilr while a m:mber of - hgﬁii‘ . AR

e 0 you for story or t same unl

'T'll"i:}; story was v ed and corroborated by pe]:'sons selectede by iﬁ
une.

For more than four weeks we, with your cooperation, through different
ag%‘ncies. have caused your story to be fully investigated.

'or the sole and exclusive t hereby granted by you to the Tribune
Co. to publish this story, or a revision thereof or excerpts therefrom
in the Tribune, and ¢ ht it either in your name or in that

of the Tribune Co., but in which shall be at our election, and also In
full compensation for the time alread spent by you in assisting us in
obtaining corroborative evidence of the facts contained in this story,
and in full payment for all your time, which shall be devoted 1Ly you
to further substantiate this story at any time, which time you hereby
agree to devote to that purpose as and when called upon so to do, the
Tribune Co. hereby agrees to pay you $3,250, of which said sum $1,250
shall be gﬂld upon the printing of ‘the said story or the first fnstaliment
S}mﬂl.ﬂw 20 days after said first payment, and $1,000 G0 days

You reserve to yourself all book or other ts to the story other
than the exclusive newspaper rights hm!nbl;lfh referred
belong under the terms thgrl:it tolgghe Tribune &}-e b Pugiien

J. KEBLEY,
Vice President Tribunc Co.
CHICAGO, ILL., April —, 1910.
To Ter CHICAGO TRIBUNE, AND THE TriBuNm CoO.

GENTLEMEN : I have read the above and foregoing and agree to the
terms thereof, and to accept the sums of money as therein set l?orth,
and I farther to devote my time and ces to substantiate the
story referred to as and when requested by you so to do and in such
mannper as you may direct.

CHaS. A, WHITE.

(Record, p. 104.)

White’s account of the alleged bribery of himself is given circum-
stantially and in detail, but in this he has been shown to have falsified
in several important particulars concerning which he could not have
been mistaken had his narrative been true. Among other things, he
stated that Browne came to his room shortly before the election of
Senator LoriMEr and that two men named Yarborough were then in
the room. But it was proved by two reputable and credible witnesses
that on the evening in question one of these men was in Chicago.

Without further reference to the details of White's testimony, it
may be sald that after secing, observing, and hearing this witness it
was the opinion of a majority of the subcommittee that no credence
ought to be given to any part of his testimony tending to establish the
fact of bribery. And after carefully reading the testimony given by
White In the investigal .lm.%ﬂ:ri of the committee concur in the
opinion of the subcommittee in t regard.

MICHAEL LINK.

According to the testimony of this witness, he was pald the sum of
y by O'Neil Browne some time after Mr. LORIMER had been
elected to the Senate. He further testified that no money was pald or
promised him before he voted for Mr. LORIMER; that he made up his
mind as early as in the month of March, 1909, to vote for Mr. LoxiMER
if an opportunity for so doing should occur, and promised Mr. LORIMER
vote some time In advance of the election of a Senator. When ac-
cused of having received money for voting for Mr. LorIMER, he denied
it. When summoned ore a grand jury, he stated nnder oath that he
had not received any money as a consideration for his vote for Senator.
Following this statement he was compelled, by means fully set forth in
his testimony, to retract his former statement and test to havin
received money for his vote for Mr. LomIMER, as shown by the fol-

lowing :
“ Cross-examination Judge Hanecy :
lieve, are you?—A. ‘Iev;",k slr.

*Q. You are a farmer, I

a. .f..tnd have been all your manhood life?—A. All my life; born
on a4 iarm.
h" Q. You have lived in Madison County for how long?—A. Twenty-
t .

[%‘y;::%;s live out some distance from——A. (Interrupting.) A mile
from Mitchell, a little station. :
be“ %att}iéhen were you first elected to the legislature?—A. In Novem-

ry ]
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“Q. Is it not a fact that everybody from the southern part of Illi-
nols, Republicans and Democrats, who desire to meet each other at any |
glam generally go to Bt. Louls?—A. Yes, gir; from time to time men

or years have met members of the legislature there.

“%), Was it very muck easler to go to St. Louis than to any other
town that has any hotel accommodations south of the central part of
Nlinois 7—A. Yes, sir.

*“ (). It is very much easier to there than from any other part of
southern or central Illinois than it is to Eo to Chicago, Isn't it—very
much easier to go to 8t. Louls?—A. Yes, sir.

“ (. It is practically a uniform practice, is It not?—A. Yes, sir.

“. When anybody, for litical or other reasons, wants two or
éhm lto get together for any purpose, they meet at St. Louis?—A.

es, sir.
"%, That has been the case for a great many years?—A. Yes, sir.

_ 8 Did Tierney and White talk with you or come down there more
than once?—A. Not White; Tlerney was there the second time, and I
retty nearly forgot the incident, when I met him somewhere about

tchell, about the station. 1 went in for my mail, or, perhaps, to buy
somethlnf. =

“0. Did he try to

some information from you or try to get some
admissions from

{on —A. He certainly did.

“. DId he tell you that he was a detective connected with the
Maguire & White tective Agency, detectives for the Chieago Tri-
bune?—A. No; he sald he represented Gov. Deneen.

1r“ Q. Yo%p;gre then summoned or told to come up here?—A. Yes,
sir; by su a.

o Q.!And you did come up?—A. I certalnly came up.

-3 Q.H\ﬁ:gin you came up where did you go?—A. I went to the Mor-
rison Ho

“ (. Then did you go to the State’s attorney’s office 7—A. Yes, sir.

o 8 When you went to the State’s attorney's office did you see Mr,
Wayman, the State’'s attorney, or Mr, Arnold, or Mr. Marshall 7—A. Mr.
Arnold and Mr. Marshall, 1 think; I did not see Mr. Wayman.

“ Q. Which one did you see?—A. I think it was Mr. 11, I am
not positive; I rather think it was.

“(). It was one of the assistant State’s attorneys?—A. Yes, sir; one
of the assistant State’s attorneys.

% (), Tell the conversation, language used by each as nearly as
possible, and if you can not do that, give the substance as nearly as
ou can.—A. Well, I had a conversation with Mr, Marshall something
e this: He says to me, ‘If 1 were lyoa I would not be here tellin

damned lies before this grand jury; I would tell the truth.’ Then
told him he would not tell me that outside v well or we might mix.
% (). Had you been before the grand jury then?—A, I think I had;

sir.

T . What I want to do ls to commence before—just before you were
taken to the grand-jury room, and I would like to have you——A,
(Interrupting.) I didn’t have any particular conversation to my recol-
lection with any one of the assistant State's attorneys.

“ Q. You went there, you don’t remember how, and was taken before
the nd jury ?—A. fes. sir; when my turn came.

s é Th%v asked ﬁ:u there in relation to your voting for Benator Loni-
MER fior nited States Senator?—A. I was in the grand-jury room ;

es, sir.
T Q. That is what I wanted to know.—A. Y
“ (). You were examined by whom?—A. By
“Q. By Mr, Wayman himself 7—A. By Mr. Wayman himself ; yes, sir.
“Q. W;;mt did he ask in relation to that subject? I don't care about
anything else.—A. He asked me if I voted for Senator LORIMER, and [
told him yes. According to my recollection I told him, 'Cermln.ly, X
voted for Benator LoriMER and was proud of it; no excuses to make.

“ Q. What took place then? Did he ask you if you had been pald

%r.s%aymn.

anrthl.n%gor voting for Senator LORIMER?—A. Yes, sir.
* at did you tell him?—A, I absolutely denied if.

“ (. You didn't tell this to Mr. Wayman individuoally, but In answer-
inq his questlon to the whole grand jur{?—A. Yes, sir.

*Q. All the conversation you had with Mr. Wagma.n in the ﬁmnﬂ-
jury room was public conversation before the nd jury?—A. at Is

:Ihl 1:nutlmt time, I had some conversation—at that time—vyes, slr—at
at time. ’

“ Benator Burrows. Btate what you sald before the nﬁmnd
Well, 1 answered questions, but I disremember what the
he asked me were.

“ Senator Burrows. Btate those you can remember and your replies.—
A. 1 denied receiving any money for voting for Senator LORIMER.
> * Judge HAKCEY. %‘Mn did you leave the grand jury room?—A. Yes,

r.

“ Q. After those different questions were asked you?—A. Yes, sir;
at that time I did.

“Q. Do you remember what day of the week or day of the month
that was you first went before the grand jury?—A That was the 5th
or Tth of May ; It was right along there, the early days of May.

* ). May of this E!year *—A. Yes, sir; May of this year.

“ Q. When you left the grand-jury room were you put in the custody
of an officer 7—A. I certainly was.

“Q. Were you indicted at that time or was there any complaint or
charge made against you at any place?—A. No, sir.

“ Q. Who put you in charge of an officer 7—A. Well, 1 presume Mr.
W:.x.yman did. To my knowledge I was In charge directly of an officer.
omcek;:s Who was the officer 7—A. Well, there were two or three different

“Q. The first one?—A. I disremember his name. Mr. O'Keefe was
with me most of the time,

“ Q. Was it Oake?—A. I think that is his name.

': Q. He was the first officer ?—A. Yes, sir.

“Q. He was a gollce officer, a_detective appointed to the State's at-
torney's office at that time ¥—A. Yes ; 1 understood so.

:; Q. Did he take charge of you at that time?—A. Certainly.

Q. How long did you remain in his custody ?—A. I disremember.

“Q. About?—A. The first night, I think, I went to dinner with him—
the first night, I believe; that would be on Wednesday night of the
weck ; and I remained in his custody and he kept his eye on me like I
was a criminal. Oake would not allow me to teiee(fhone to friends, and
:ﬂu kgep]ilng his eye on me, and I was not allowed to discuss any mat-
ers at all.

“ Q. Was he armed at the time, and did he take out his revolver and
his billy and put them on the table in the hotel, so you could see
them '—A. He did not, but other detectives did; I suppose he was
armed, but I don’t know to my knowledge.

“ Q. Other officers did?—A. Other officers did.

“(). Were you continuounsly in the charge of some cfficer of the
State’s attorney's office after that time?—A. I certainly was.

—A,
Tucstions

“Q. Up to what time?—A. Until I was permitted to go home on
Baturday morning. ;

“Q. at day?—A. It was the week I was here; I disremember—
it was from the 5th, 6th, Tth, 8th, or 9th, or something of that kind,

of May.
Ye:}&:gsm: Burrows. It was Saturday morning of that week?—A.

“Q. You came up here what day of the week?7—A. I came here Tues-
day evening.
* By Judge HANECY :
g in‘.i‘.'ou went before the Btate's attorney—went before the grand
jm'y ednesday mornjng. did you?—A. I believe so.
“Q W ack home again, did an officer go with youl—

hen you went
A. Not at that time.

“Did an officer from the State’s attorney's office come down and
get you afterwards?—A. Yes, sir.

“Q. When, after that Safurday morning that you went homel—A.
That was the—well—I wish to correct that. I got a subpena served
to me to go to Springfield on my return home Baturday evening of this
week. 1 went to Bpringfield from this suhgmnn and acknowle it,
and a detective went home with me from Bpringfield and stayed with

2.

“ Q. That was a subpena to appear before the grand jury at Spring-
ﬂeld?—.-\. Yes, sir, e

=~ 8 When was that?—A. That was the week following I was here.

“ (. Was It the first of the week or the middle of the week or the
last?—A. Well, I think it was on Monday following the Saturday I
left Chicago. i

“Q. When did you leave Springfield to go home? TYou got there
Monday ?—A. That evening.

= 8 Monday evenlnﬁ%—.&. I’ea{ sir,

“ Q. Did an officer m the State’s attorney’s office of Cook County
sﬁ_ with you back home from Springfield on Monday evening?—A. Yes,
8

ot 8 Did he take you Into custody?—A. Well, I was not arrested.
“Q. Did he stay with you there all the time?—A., He went to my
honse, but went to St. Louis, I believe, one day while at my house in
the country; but he went home with me and stayed with me, but, of
course, he went to St. Louis during cne day.
“ Q. He was with you wherever jou went?—A. Yes, sir.
'A,"(,‘Sfinatm PayxTER. Was that officer from Chicago or Springfleld?—
CAZO.
“ Senator GampLE. How long was he with you?—A. Four da
= 3 At your home7—A. Until I insisted upon having him ed off.
“Q. Did he stay at your home?—A, Yes, sir.
“ By Judge HANECY:
“Q. All the time?—A. Y sir.
“ (. Except when you went out, and then he went with you?—A.
He went to St. Louis during that time by .
“Q. How far are you from St. Louls, about?—A. About 15 miles.
“Q. You ean ere by electric line?—A. Yes, sir; and get back
in two or three hours, at any time.
“ Q. Then did another officer—I will withdraw that—dld the Btate's

0

attorney of Sangamon County, Springfield, send any officer with you
after ygn had been examined {Eerg before the l&rand J;n 1—A. No, gi)r
“Q. He never had you in custody?—A. No, sir; ey don't use

those methods.

“Q. When ‘the officer left Springfield—the officer from the State's
attorney's office in Cook County left with {3: to go to your home from
Springfield—dld he have any warrant against you?—A. No, sir.

“ Benator GAMBLE. Was there any warrant for your arrest?—A. No,

sir.

“ Senator GAuMBLE. Or a subpena served on you?—A. A sub to
appear at Springfield. o

“By Judge HANECY: :

“Q, After you left Springfield and went back home was there any
aubpcena or warrant against you?—A. No, sir,

1'] .rW]mt was that officer’'s name?—A, That was O'Keefe that
ca or e

“ Senator JOENSTON. What did the officer say he acwmpanleélctfuu
from Bpringfield for?—A. He claimed it was for my own protection.
I told him positively that I needed no protection; that I could protect

myself,

“Q. Did he insist upon ntxé{ling at your house?—A. He was under
orders from a gentleman in tcaﬁo.

“Q. Who was the next officer who had charge of you?—A. Well, I
think after that time I was under the direction of O' e until I read
what iz called the ‘riot act’ to Wayman.

“Q. When was that?—A. That was about a week before the first
Browne trial, when I told Wayman no more detectives for me. *If sou
have got a warrant, arrest me; if I am guilty of anything, arrest me ;
but no more de ves: I shail not submit to detectives any longer.
That was my conversation.

“Q. Did O'Keefe then go to Chicago with ;ou and stay with you at
the different hotels or wherever you were kept '—A. He did until a week
before the Browne trial ; then no more detectives after that for me.

“ Q. He did stay here until that time?—A. Yes, sir.

“ Q. The first trial of Browne commenced about the Tth to the 10th
of June: that is right, isn't it7—A. Yes, sir; I think so.

“ Q. Now, after you were before this grand jury, the first grand jury,
and told Mr. Wayman, the State's attorney, and the grand jury that

ou mnever got any money from anybody, Browne or an y else,
or voting for LoriMER for United States Senator, were you indicted ?—
A. I was indicted for perjury either the second or third day T was
here—I am not positive which—after my denial.

“Q. Was it the second or third day afier you first went before the
grand jury?—A. It was either the second or third day; I guess the
second. am not positive whether the second or third day.

“ Q. You were indicted for perjury*—A. Yes, sir.

Q. By the same grand jury you had been before?—A. Yes, sir.

“(). After you were indicted for perjury were you taken by the
State’s attorney or any of the assistants and talk with about your
testimony and about your indictment?—A. I guess I was.

“ Q. Now, what was the first thing that was done after you were in-
dicted for perjury by, him?—A. They kept flannting the indictment for

perjury inst me.
Q. g what?—A. Putting it in front of my face, showing it to
me, and speaking to me

“ Senator GAMBLE. Who did that?—A. The assistant State’s attorney
and the State’s attorney himself.
“ Q. Tell the names of the assistant State's attorneys.—A. Nr. Mar-

shall.
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“ Q. Did Btate's Attorney Wayman do that, too7—A. He didn't throw
it in my face; he would show it to me and falk to me about losing my
home, putting my home on one side and the penitentiary on the other.

“ Q. State to this honomble committee what State’s Attomef Wayman
told you about the indictment for perjurﬁ.—.&. He told me if I would
ﬁﬂ before the grand jury and state that I had received some money from

rowne and Hobert E. Wilson that I would be cleared and go home a
That is what he told me.

“ Senator Brarows. Anything else said?—A. Well, I told him that I
had told him all I knew, and he denied that I had. We kept up the
conversation, and he sald he was a farmer himself in his early days

South. I told him I was a failier, and he told me, he says: *‘You
come up here'—the conversation drifted along this line—*‘and let
these Chleago lawyers get a hold of you and they will take your farm
away from you.' That was the line of talk; and he told me to rest
over that night—that was Friday evening—and to come in bf 10 o'clock
on Saturday morning and make a confession, and he would have the
.perjury charge exgnnged from the record, and I would go home a free
man. That was the snm and substance of the conversation.

“ Q. They had more than an hour to talk to you about that?—A. Yes,
gir ; something of that kind.

“(Q. What time of day was that conversation; what time did it
end?—A. It was somewhere between 5.20 and 6.30; it was 6.30 when I
left the Criminal Court Building that evening.

“ (. Then were you g'ut in the custody of an officer when you left the
State's attorney 7—A. Yes, sir. S

“ (), Who was that officer 7—A. That was Mr. O'Keefe,

0 “(Q. What did he do with yoa?—A. He took me back to the Morrison
otel,
4 § Did he stay there with you?—A. Yes, sir.

free man.

“ . All the time?—A. Yes, sir.

“ (). Was it he that took his revolver billie out and put it on the table
in your presence?*—A. Yes, sir.

“Q. Did he talk with yon about what the State’s attorney talked to
you about—about Four going back and telling what the State’s attorney
wanted you to tell *—A. Yez, sir, v :

“Q. What did Detective O'Keefe from the State’s attorney’s office
say to you in that respect?—A. He said: ‘Liok. I would not stand by
the other fellows, I would stand by Wayman, he is the man to stand by
in this matter; make a coafession. don’t like to see you get into
trouble and you are going to get into trouble.’

*Q. Mr. Link, how long during this conversation between you and
O'Keefe, how long did O'Keefe talk to you?—A. Off and on, but I
disremember the number of times; it was not continuous, of course,
but off and on during the time he was with me.

“Q. OF and on between the times you and the State’s attorney had
the talk and he took you back there?—A. Prior to that night, too.

“ Q. All the time you were in his custody?—A. Yes, sir. y

“ (). Now, did Officer O0'Keefe take you back to the State's attorney’s
office the next morning ?—A. Yes, sir,

“ Q. That would be Saturday morning?—A. Yes, sir.

“@Q. Did you talk with, or did Thomas Maguire, of the Maguire &
White Detective Agency, talk with you?—A. Yes, sir; he was present
nearly every time I met Wayman, and Wayman and myself were in
Wayman’s room.

“Q. What did Maguire say to you?—A. He tried to put words in my
mouth several times.

“ Q. Words about what?—A. He eald I should not be friendly to the
Browne side, and the Lorimer side, and so forth; ‘It doesn't look
well, Link; that don’t look well." 1 told him it was none of his busi-
ness ; 1 wounld take ug{fnr my friends wherever I saw fit to take them.

“Q. Did Thomas Maguire, the detective, say this to youn—that you
had better tell what yon knew or f'cu would go to the penitentiary; did
Maguire say that to you?—A. rather think one of the assistant
State’s attorneys told me that; I don’t know whether Maguire said that
to me or not, t his conversation ran on that line. I think that was
Arnold ; 20 minues before 5 o'clock that evening of that week,

“Q. What was that conversation you had with Assistant State’s
Attorney Arnold in which he sald that to you?—A. Mr, Arnold came to
me and says, ‘' Link, yon have ﬁOt just 20 minutes to save your life.’
I says, * at do you mean?’ @ says, ' You have got just 20 minoutes
to go In and tell all you know to save your life, gays, ‘1 have told
all T know.” He says, ‘All right, Link, it is your funeral; it is nat
mine.' He goes into the lgrand-surg room and an indictment was
returned that evening. I told him I had told all I knew. .

“JBenator PAYNTER. An Indictment against you?—A. Yes, slr; for
perjury.
“If Arnold sald that yon——A. He said I had 20 minutes to save
my life. 4

“ Q. That was just before——A. (Interrupting.) Twenty minutes be-
fore the gmnd Jur{ adjourned at 5 o'clock day afternoon or evening.

“Q. Were you told that night that you were In the custody of an
lj':tﬁce?r ni tli_e Stall:e's attorney and that you had been indicted for per-
ury 2—A. Yes, sir,

i . Who told you that? Was it a detective or one of the assistant
Stattehs tnttomeys —A. It was, I think, Mr Wayman himself that told
me that. ;

“Q. Mr. Wayman himself told you that?—A. I think so.

“Q. Did Mr. Arnold say to you in that conversation that you have
been referring to, just before you were indicted for perjury, that if yon
didn't tell what :lgg wanted you to that they would send you to the
penitentlary 7—A. That it was my funeral ; yes, sir.

“Q. Did he use the word °penitentiary *”_that he wonld send you
to the penitentlary?—A. I am not quite certain; I am not positive;
b 3e ﬁfgdhmlat klrpecndi:f tﬁ-lém ) Vg d ‘ penitentiary * in talki

“Q. e lay s stress upon the word * pen ary alking
to ctlu ?r—.&. Mr. Wayman laid more stress on that than any of his
assistants.

“Q. That 1s, that he would send you to the penitentiary?—A. He

fetured it very, very strenuously between the penitentiary and my
ome,

“ Senator Burrows. Will you state what he said?—A. He said, ‘Tt
will be much better for you to be here with your family than to go to
the penitentiary and lose your home." He pictured what the peniten-
tiary was, and so forth.

“Benator Burrows. What did he sa{I;!—A. That I might lose my home,
and he put a great deal of stress on the penitentiary and my home—I
being a farmer away from my home and my family.

” 5. Did Mr. Wa say anything in picturing the 1Jmnlteuf:!m'y on
one side and your home on the other about your wife?—A. Why, cer-

nly.
s d Tell the committee what he said.—A. Well, that I would lose
my home, and that meant I would lose my wife, too.

_not submit to it, and

“Q. Did he what wonld be done if you would go before the
grand jury and tell what he wanted you to?—A. That I could go home
# free man and not a perjurer in any manner, shape, or form.

“ Senator Burrows. If what?—A. If I went before the grand jury
and made an acknowledgment.

“ Senator Burrows. An acknowledgment of what?—A. If T had re-
ceived $1,000 from Browne.

* Senator Frazier. Was that true that you had received $1,0007—A.
I shall not deny it; it Is true.

“ Q. Did not the State's attorney say to you that if you would go on

and say that you had received $1,000 from Browne for voting for WiL-
-i'ust . rIMER for United States Senator that you could go home?—A.
es, sir.

“ (). That was not true?—A. That was not true; no, sir.

“Q. Did Mr. Wayman tell you that you had been indicted and that
he would take you before the criminal court for trial on that indictment
if you didn't go before the grand ﬁury and tell that body what Mr.
Wayman wanted you to tell?—A. Why, certainly ; he sald I would have
tglg]l‘ve a bond, and it was a $15,000 bond, and they made it $5,000, I
think.

“ Q. Did Mr. Wayman tell you what he would do if you would go be-
fore the frand jury and tell them what he wanted you to tell them?
Did he tell you what he would do with the indictment?—A. Nolle pros

it and have it expunged from the record, so in future years it would not

be on the record.

“ Q. Did youn say to Mr. Wayman, ‘ Well, I will go before the grand
jury and le if I have to: but 1 don’t want to;' did you say that or
that in substance ?—A. That in substance.

“ Q. What did you tell the grand jury, then?—A. I told the grand
ury that I had received $1,0 from Browne and that I had received

900 through Robert Wilson ; that is what I told the grand jury.

“ . Did you tell the grand jury that you had received that money or
any. part of it for voting for Senator LoriMEs for United States -
ator *—A. Positively no. i

“ Q. Just before you went before the grand jury that last time, did
Mr. Wayman tell you that if you would go and tell the nd jory what
he wanted you to, - you would keep out of trouble and keep from dis-

gracing your family 7—A. Yes, sir,

“ Q. After you went before the grand {ury with Mr. Wayman the last
time and tcld the grand Jjury what Mr. Wayman asked you to, what, if
anything, did Mr. Wayman or his office do in relation to the indictment
agalnst you for perjury *—A. Well, he took me before Judge McBurely,
I think it was, and said: ‘Mr. Link has made a clean breast of the
whele affair,’ I didn't know what he called a *eclean breast,” but those
were his words. I denied making a clean breast of anything except the
tr

uth.
A\ "}Q. I)l]d Mr. Wayman have the indictment against you guashed?—

. Yes, sir.

*“(). He took you before Judge MeSurely and asked to have it done,
and Judge McSurely did it?—A. Yes, sir.

“0Q. DMd you still continue in the custody of the officer 7—A. No, sir;
he allowed me to go home.

“(). Did he put you in the custody of an cficer after that time?—
A, Certainly.

“Q. When?—A. The following week.

“ (). That was Baturday that he dismissed the indictment against
you?—A. Yes, sir.

“Q. When, the next week, were you put in the custody of another
officer 7—A. Monday night or Tuesday night—I think it was Monday
night—of the following week. A subpena was served on me to go to
Springfield, and immediately on my return home on that Baturday even-
Ing—I returned home about 6.30; that ls, my home town; I didn't get
home quite that early.

*“ (). Did that officer or some other officer from the State's attorney's
office keep you in custody all the time—until about the time of the first
Browne trial?—A. I wrote a letter to Mr. Wayman that I would not
submit to it, and told him personally when I came to Chicago no more
detectives for me; that I would not l)!ay hide and go seek any longer;
that I was not a criminal, and that 1 would not stand for it.” I wrote
hl]?i‘ guﬁh élmletter from my home, and told him to recall Mr. O'Keefe,
which he b

“(Q. When was that?—A. After he was with me; I think about four
days there,

“Q. Do you remember what day of the month that was, or what
month?—A, No, sir; it was during the month of May.

“*Q. When was It with respect to the commencement of the first
ﬁ:-mtm:]el trial ?—A. It was some little time before the commencement of

e trial.

“*Q. About how Iunf?—A. About three or four weeks; perhaps three
weeks or something don't know, I told him positively that I would
when 1 saw Mr, Wayman, a week ore the first
Browne trial, I told him that personally.

“ Q. What T want to know is, if you were put into the custody of an
officer from the State's attorney’s office after you were indicted for per-
Jury and that indictment for perjury had been dismissed?—A. Yes, sir.

“Q. You were still kegt in the custody of an officer *—A. Yes, sir.

* Q. Was there any charge against you of any kind that you know

of 7—A. None whatever.

£ l? After that indictment for perjury had been dismissed?—A. Well
by . Wayman's advice I re to answer questions at Springfield. 1
had to go to Springfield two or three times, and at his advice refused to
answer the guestions.

“ Q. Were you summoned before the nd jury In Bpringfieid as a
witn%sa?——.&. yYes. sir. T dury peings

“Q. DId Mr. Wayman know that you had been summoned as a witness
there 7—A. Yes, sir.

“Q. Did he talk with you about whether you should before the
grand jury in response to the subpena of the court?—A. Not as to
whetl:er I should go, but as to whether I should answer certain questions
or not.

> (]t Did he tell you whether or not you should answer questions that
mh;;h be asked you?—A. Yes, sir.

A L 1_Q Bf the grand jury or the State’s attorney of Sangamon County 7—

. Yes, sir.

“Q. lW]:mt did he tell you?—A. He told me not to answer, but to
stand on the ground that I might incriminate myself by answering any
questions before the grand jury.

“Q. Did you tell Mr, Wuf;man that you were not afraid of inerim-
inating yourself ?—A. Certainly; I told him I wanted to answer the
questions my way that were put to me there.

“ Q. What did he say to you?—A. ‘Don't do it, Link ; don't do it.
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“ (. Did he know that the State’s attorney and the grand jury of
San:?amon County -had summoned you before the grand jury to testjl;'yy in
relation to these matters?—A. Yes, sir.

“(). What did he tell you as to the subject matter? Did he tell yon
not {o answer the questions of the State’s attorney or the grand jury
of Sangamon County?—A. If the senatorial committee please, the ques-
tion alf hinged upon one answer, ‘ No' or ‘ Yes,' to one certain question,
and that guestion was, ‘' Did you receive or were ﬂ’“ offered or do you

w of an ¥ being offered any money in Springfield for voting on
any question?’ That was the c}uestlon. and when I finally got permis-
sion m Mr. Wayman, which I answered positively, right straight out,
;No.' I u.nswerctwl:l : Ng{zt ; Tbai lsuau there was about that. He wouldn't
et me answer the question at all.

“Q. Did you have a conversation in the eriminal court bul]di%g
about a week prior to the trial of Lee O'Neill Browne with H. J. C.
Beckemeyer, in the eriminal court building about a week before the first
Browne trial began?—A. Yes, sir; it was just about a week before—a
week prior.

5 Q?Dld Beckemeyer say to JYou, ‘ Our testimony will be alike, word
for word?' And did youn say, “No, Beck, I have got the best of you; I
promised to vote for ionxm 8 or 10 days before Browne spoke to me
about it?'—A. That conversation took place.

“Q. As T read 1t7—A. Yes, sir. N
“ (). Did Beckemeyer say :o ’vgoul.{ Yes; you have the best of me in
o Bee

that?' Then, did you sa emeyer, ‘ Beck, I don't believe that
LORIMER ever put {m a dollar for his election, or that anybody clqe
ever put up a dollar for him?' And did Beckemeyer say, ‘I don't
believe he did, either?'—A. That was the conversation, word for word,
as near as I can remember it.

“(). Did you ever receive any mone%oor any other thing of value
from any —Browne, Wilson, or dy else—on condition, or on

any

the promise or agreement or understanding, directly or indirectly, that
you l:rere ﬂt& “:ltled fortWILLuu LoriMER for United States Senator?—
A. I cert no

“ genator GAMBLE, Or after he had voted for LORIMER?

“(). Did you ever receive any money from Lee O'Neill Browne, Bob
Wilson, or ¥L E. Ison, whatever name is, or an{body else, or
from any source whatever, or did youn ll';celve any other thing of value

¥ d voted for WILLIAM LORIMER
for United States Senator ?—A. No, sir.

“ (). Was there ever any consideration moving to you, or to anybody
for yom, or for your benefit, in any place, from any source whatever,
with the understanding that you were to vote for WiLLiaym LomiMer for
United States Senator, or if you had voted for WILLIAM LoRIMER for
United States Senator, any consideration of any kind?—A. None
whatever.

“Q. Did you vote for WILLIAM LoRriuMER for Unlted States Senator |
for any other reason than that you liked him, and that you favored and |

that le favored the things he favored in relation to the dee
w:tegv?:; II:l the Lakes to the Gulf¥—A. That Is why I voted tog
him,”

H. J. BECEEMEYER.

This witness also testified before the subcommittee that he had re-
ceived money from Lee O'Neil Browne as a reward for his vote for
Senator Lorimenr, but he also testifies that no money or other compen-
sation was promised him before he voted for Mr. LomiMER. His expe-
rlence before the frand ury was similar to that of the witness Michael
Link, and as against his declaration last made before the grnnd {‘m

% ‘sleo o
0

and repeated to the subcommittee we have his statement
Link denying the use of money in the sena 1 eleetion, and

Robert E. ‘gﬂm that he did not get nn{armoney for voting for Mr.
Loriumer, and if anyone said so he was a llar.

D. W. HOLSTLAW,

This witness testified that in a conversation with Senator Broderick
he told Broderick that he intended to vote for Mr. LoriMER for Senator,
to which Broderick replied, * Well, there is gz.soo for faou," and that
gome time afterwards Broderick paid him $2,500. This witness was
also dnréven to ngas;k:ng this s&ntemt;ntnl_:{y :.nd = ?skgxl b:tfure
a grand jury o ngamon County, Ill., many respec e story
e this witness seemed to the subcommittee to be a highly Im-
probable one.

The circumstances before referred to and many others which might
be instanced tended to render the testimony of each and all the wit-
nesses who have been named of doubtful value. And in each case in
which It was claimed that some member of the Illinols General Assem-
bly had been bribed to vote for Mr. LoriMER the accusation was posl-
tively denled by the person accused of committing the alleged act of
bribery. And after a careful examination and consideration of all the
evidence submitted the committee are of the opinlon that even If it
should be conceded that the four members of the Illinois General As-
sembly before referred to received money in consideration for their
votes for Mr. LoriMER, there are no facts or circumstances from which
it could be found or legally inferred that any other member or members
of the sald general assembly were bribed to vote for Mr. LORIMER.

The majority for Senator LORIMER In the joint assembly of the two
houses of the general assembly of the State of Illinols was 14. TUnless
therefore, a sufficient number of these votes were obtained by corruff
means to deprive him of this majority, Mr. LoriMER has a good title to
the seat he occupies In the Senate. If it were admitted that four of
the members of the Eenernl assembly who voted for Mr. LORIMER were
bribed to do so, he still had a majority of the votes cast in the general
assembly and his election was valld.

CASE OF BROWNE, BRODERICK, AND WILSON.

It i3, however, declared that if the four witnesses before named were
bribed to vote for Mr. LoriMEeR, those who bribed them were equally

ilty and that the votes of Browne, Broderick, and Wilson should also

excluded. But the committee can find no warrant in the testimony

for believing that either ome of said legislators was moved by anf cor-
rupt Influence. Browne's reasons for voting as he did are clearly set
forth in his testimony. He was the leader of a faction of the minority
of the house, and for certain political reasons he thought it good policy
to aid in the election of some member of the majority party other than
those b\nlrm had received a considerable number of votes in the general
assembly.

The suggestion that his vote and the votes of others whom he might
be able to influence should be given to Mr. LoriMER was first made to
him by the speaker of the Illinois House of Representatives, and there
is no suszestﬁen in the testimony that Mr. Shurtleff, in thus attempting
to bring about Mr. LoriMmEer's election, was actuated bf any imlgoger
motive. And the fact that many members of the minority party he
Illinois General Assembly voted for Mr. LomIMER creates no well-

mu:nded suspicion that they were bribed to do so. It is not the first
tance in the history of this country in which the members of the
of the legislature of a State have joined a few of the
e party in the majority in electing a Senator from the
ranks of the majority g)urty As to Senator Broderick, there is no
testimony that he was bribed to vote for Mr. Loriuer. He not only
emphatically denies that he received any money for his vote, but gives
his reasons for voting as he did.

Nor is there any evidence in the record from which a legal Inference
could be drawn that Representative Wilson was bribed to vote for Sena-
tor LORIMER. As is hereinafter stated, if Wilson was guilty of any act
of bribery, it was not in conneetion with the senatorial election. ere
is, therefore, no good ground for deducting his vote from those received
by Mr. LCRIMER.

Much of the testimony taken upon the investigation related to the
alleged payment of mone{vto members of the general assembly of 1ili-
nois by one Robert E. Wilson. his was denied by Wilson and by
others, and after considering all the evidence on that subject, the com-
mittee are not prepared to find that the fact is established. But
whether the sums of money claimed to have been paid were or were not
pald, that fact has no relevancy to the matter which the committee was
ap’%olnted to investigate. If any money was disbursed by Wilson, it is
evident that it was from a fund which was neither raised nor expended
to promote the election of Mr. LoriuEr as a Senator nor to reward
those who voted for him for that office. It was therefore no part of
the duty of the subcommittee to inquire into either the origin of the
fund or the purpose for which it was used. That matter was and is one

minority part
members of

for the l?romar officials of the State of Illinois to take cognizance of and
£ '

one wit ch the Senate of the United States has no concern.

The committee submit to the Senate the testimony taken in the in-
vestigation, with their report that, in their opinion, the title of Mr.
LORIMER to a seat in the Senate has nmot been shown to be invalid by
the use or employment of corrupt methods or practices, and request
that they be Mamd from further consideration of Scnate resolu-

tion No. 264.
J. C. Burnows.
CHAUNCEY M. DEPEW.
W. P. DILLINGHAM.

MorGAox G. BULEELEY.
Josepr W. BarLey.

THOMAS H. PAYNTER.
ROBERT J. GAMBLE, JosEPH F. JOHNSTON,
W. B. HEYBURN. DuxcAx U. FLETCHER,

The undersigned, while fully concurring in the foregoing report of
the Committee on Privi Elections, desires to state herewith
his gersonal reasons therefor:

There was a vacancy in the Senate from Illinois to be filled by the
lee[slnture in the constituntional manner.

The record of the legislature of Illinois consisted of 202 votes on
jolnt ballot, and at a lawful time, May 26, 1909, the vote for Senator
was taken, which resulted in 108 votes being cast for Mr. LORIMER, which
result was duly certified to the Senate and AMr. LORIMER was seated.

No other person has claimed the right to hold the office or to have
been elected thereto.

No claim has been made by or on behalf of the State of Illinois
that the election of Mr. LORIMER was not In accordance with law or
that any other person is entitled to the office.

On June 7, 1910, more than one year after Mr. LoriMER had been
elected and taken his oath of office as a Senator, one Clifford W.
Barnes, claiming to act on behalf of “ The Legislative Voters' e
of Illinois,” presented char, in the Benate, alleging on information
and bellef that three members of the legislature who voted for Mr.
LoriMeER had bee bed to do so by one Lee O'Neil Browne, who
was a Democrat, and who Is shown to have been indicted for such act
and acquitted by.a jury of the State of Illinois upon the trial under
such indictment.

When the committee was organized at Chicago to hear the parties
who had made the char Clifford W. Barnes was ealled and agpelnd
before the committee, pon being inquired of as to whether he was
repared to proceed to sustain the charges which he had made he in-
ormed the committee he was not prepared to offer anything in support
of sueh charges and did not desire to appear for that purpose, or any
other, before the committee. He, however, requested that the Chieago
Tribune, a newspaper published in Chiea should be permitted, through
its representative, to introduce testlmon{ efore the committee respect-
ing the char and to appear by counsel.

The co ttee granted this request and a largle amount of testimony
was introduced, much of which was outside the legitimate scope of the
inquiry and some of which consisted of the testimony of members of
the legislature establishing the unreliability, and even infamy, of such
witnesses. Men swore without any apparent embarrassment that they
had sworn falsely on other occasions; had committed perjury; had vio-
lated the laws of their State, the laws of morality, and the laws of
decency. While it is truye the truth may be told by bad men and should
not be dlsreﬁarded altogether because of the moral character of the
party testify 25, yet in this ease the moral obliguity of some of the
witnesses called to establish the charg
improper to accegt such testimony as the basis upon which any man's
character or right to an office should depend.

It is not claimed nor was any attempt made to show that Mr. Logrr-
MER was in any way connected with the alle bribery or that he knew
of any bribery or corrupt practice in connection with his election.

The committes is not charged with the investigation of the personal
character of the members of the Illinois Legislature, nor should it re-
port upon the same.

The right to inveatlia.ta the character of the legislative body of a
State or any member thereof belongs exclusively to the State and the
people thereof. :

In the Senate every gresumptton is in favor of the integrity of the
State as certified to it e&r the chief executive of the State, and no gm—
sumpgion can be indulged that the State acted corruptly in the election
of a Senator.

When a question as to the right of an Incumbent to sit arizes in the
Senate which is based upon char, made by persons acting in thelr in-
dividual capacity, the burden of sustaining such cha rests on the
charging party, and such party should be held to strict proof of the
charges made, and such charges may not be made the basis of a dragnet
investization Into the personal eonduct or morals of the members of the
legislature who participated in the election. The State must stand
responsible for the character of its officers; and that responsibility is to
its own people and not to an{ branch of the General Government.

The Sena{}e may inquire into the personal fitness of a man elected b&a
State to sit as a Senator and may determine such question within the
exercise of its exclusive powers, but in doing so it may not mgim into
the personal character of the officers through whom the State acts.
That question belongs to the people of the State exclusively.

es was such as to make it higl
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The Senate may, however, inquire into the manner of the election of
a Member of its body to the extent, and for the purggse of ascertaining
whether such election wns an honest one, representing the will of the
members of the legislative body which certifies his election to the Sen-
ate, and In doing this we may inguire whether the votes cast by mem-
bers of the legislature were procured by bribery of such members, by the
person for whom they voted or by anyone on behalf of such person with
the knowledge or consent of such person, and in case we should find
that such bribery existed we should find that his election was procured
in violation of the law, and the person so selected should not be per-
mitted 1o hold the office of Benator.

In this case Mr. LoriMER is neither charged nor shown to have
bribed or corrupted any member of the legisiature who voted for
him, or to have furnished any money to any person for such purpose,
neither has it been shown that he had any knowledge of any bribery
or corrupt practice in connection with his election. We do not have
to weigh testimony to arrive at this conelusion, for there was no
ﬂtemp to establish such conduct or knowledge on the part of Senator

IRIMER.

That a sufficlent number of Democrats had agreed among themselves
to join those Republicans who forced Mr. LoriMER’S election is clearly
shown by the testimony, a majority of the faction of the Democratic
Party from which such votes came was acting under the leadership of
Mr. O’Neill Browne, who was a member of the house.

Much testimony and much seandal has been brought to the attention
of the committee in connection with Mr. Browne's method of dealing
with the Democrats who voted for Mr. LoriMER under his leadership.
Men have been charged with corrupt practice, bribery, and perjury.
The powers of the courts of Illinois have been invoked to punish the
men charged with these offenses, and trials have been had, but no one
has been convicted. Another election for the election of members of
the Illinols Legislature has been held and most of the men charged
with crime and corru%tlou have been reelected to office by the people
of Iliinois, Can it be urged that the Senate, in determining the
truth of the cl s affecting the election of Mr. LoriMem, should
disregard the verdict of the courts and of the people before whom the
charges were ur, and considered and unseat a Member upon testi-
mony held insufficient by the people of the State of 1llinois?

W. B. HEYBURN.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I was wondering whether it might not be
wise to have the conclusion of the report read to the Senate. |
It can be read or not, just as the Senator sees fit.

Mr. BURROWS. It will be printed in the REcorp.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, we are unable to hear the
Senator from Michigan.

Mr. BURROWS. The report is to be printed in full in the
Recorp. There is no objection to that.

I desire fo state in this connection that the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Frazier], a member of the Committee on Priv-
ileges and Elections, and also a member of the subcommittee
which made the investigation, wires me that—

I desire you state In your report or to Senate that I do not concur,
and that I reserve right to file minority report later if I desire to do so.

J. B. Frazier.

I make that request on behalf of my colleague, the Senator
from Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the request
of the Senator from Tennessee will be granted.

Mr. BURROWS. In this connection, Mr. President, I submit
the testimony taken by the committee, and also the following
ls-isol;lticm for the printing of 1,000 copies for the use of the

nate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be read.

The Secretary read the resolution (8. Res, 311), as follows:

Resolved, That there be printed as a document 1,000 coples of the
report of the committee and the proceedings before the Committee on
Privileges .and Elections and a subcommittee thereof in the matter of
the lm'est!ﬁatlon of certain charges against WILLIAM LORIMER, a Sena-
tor from the State of Illinois,

Mr. BURROWS. The resolution should be referred to the
Committee on Printing. 7

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I should like to inquire from the Sena-
tor from Michigan if there are enough copies of the testimony
in this case already printed so that each Member of the Senate
can be furnished with a copy?

Mr. BURROWS. The object of the resolution is to supply
that defect.

Mr, LA FOLLETTIE, I did not understand from the reading
of the resolution that it provided for printing anything more
than 1,000 copies of the report of the committee.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Oh, no.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It provides for printing the evidence

as well?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It provides for printing 1,000
coples of the report and testimony for the use of the Senate.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I did not understand it.

Mr. CULBERSON. I will ask the Senator from Michigan if
any minority report was made from the subcommittee to the full
committee,

Mr. BURROWS. The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. FRAZIER]
eaid that he could not concur with the committee in its findings
in the subcommittee and also in the full committee, and I have

therefore proffered his request that he be allowed time to file
a minority report if he should desire to do so.

Mr. CULBERSON. What I desire to have an answer to is
whether any member of the subcommittee filed with the full
committee a report or protest.

Mr. BURROWS. The Senator means to the subcommittee?

Mr. CULBERSON. I ask if any member of the subcommittee
filed a minority report to the full committee,

Mr. BURROWS. The Senator from Tennessee filed a letter,
or read a letter, to the committee stating that he did not concur
in the report.

Mr. CULBERSON. Is that letter a part of the report to-day?

Mr, BURROWS. It isnot. The Senator from Tennessee was
wired and asked if he desired to have his letter which was pre-
gented to the committee printed with the report, to which he
replied—I hold his telegram of yesterday in my hand—

No; yon need not file letter and statement of conclusions with your
report, but would ask that you state in your report, or to Senate, that I

do not concur and that I reserve right to file minority report later if I
desire to do so.

That statement I have made, and the request has been
grant

Mr. CULBERSON. That answers my inquiry.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Has the resolution been adopted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has not been adopted.

Mr, BURROWS. It should be referred to the Committee on
Printing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the resolu-
tion will be referred to the Committee on Printing,

Mr. BEVERIDGE., Mr, President, as a member of the Com-
mittee on Privileges and Elections it is with regret that I am
compelled to say that at present I am not able either to concur
or dissent from the majority report of the committee. It is due
to the Senate that the reasons for that be stated, and I will take
only perhaps a minute in doing so. In doing so I shall confine
myself to those things which should be, and I take it for
granted are, of record, with no criticism whatever of the com-
mittee or of any of my colleagues on the committee,

I am a member of the committee, but I was not a member of
the subcommittee. It was the subcommittee, of course, that
took the testimony in this case.

On last Friday night I received a notice that the full com-
mittee would meet on Saturday at 10 o'clock. The committee
did meet on that date, and a report of the subcommittee to the
full ecommittee was presented, together with the statement of
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Frazier], to which the chair-
man of the committee has just alluded, which I am sorry is not
presented with the report and other matters just laid before
the Senate. But, I take it, this could not be done under the
telegram the chairman has read.

Mr. President, when the committee met at 10 o'clock last
Saturday the testimony was laid before all the members of the
comimnitiee, That was on Saturday morning. Speaking for
myself, it was the first time I had seen the testimony. I
understood also that there were briefs, more or less voluminous,
neither of which I had seen,

After the report of the subcommittee was read and other
statements, including that of Senator Frazier, were submitted,
a motion was made that the report of the subcommittee should
be adepted by the full committee., I was not able to assent to
that proposition at that time for the reason that I had not read
the testimony and had had no opportunity of doing so.

For that reason I asked that the matter might go over until
after the holidays so that this testimony might be examined.
The committee would not agree to that.

Then I asked for a week in which to examine the testimony
and briefs. The committee, in its wisdom, of which I make no
criticism whatever, would not agree to that. Finally, upon
the withdrawal of the motion to adopt the report then pre-
sented by the subcommittee on last Saturday, the full commit-
tee adjourned on motion to meet and finally dispose of the
matter on yesterday morning, thus giving the members of the
committee who had had no opportunity to examine the testimony
and the briefs until Tuesday morning to make such examination
before making up their minds,

This seemed to me to be too short a time. It amounted to
one-half of a working day; that is, Monday forenoon; or, if
you include Sunday, one day and a half. The Senate itself
can judge of that., Here is the testimony. It is a volume of
748 pages, clogely printed. Here are the precedents involved, or
some of them—a large volume, Here are the briefs—one of
them nearly 200 pages long.

I immediately took the testimony away with me, and finally,
on Saturday afternoon, got a copy of the brief in behalf of
Senator LoriMER, but I was not able to get the brief which, I
understood, had been printed on the other side until Monday
morning,
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On Sunday I entered into the investigation, o as to inform
myself whether I could intelligently, one way or the other, con-
cur or dissent from the report.

On Sunday it was quite impossible to examine with any kind
of care even this brief, which is over 190 pages in length; it
was impossible to examine the testimony in that brief time,
g0 at the committee meeting on yesterday, when the motion avas
made to adopt the conclusion of the subcommittee and authorize
the chairman to draw the report which has just been filed, I
was not able to vote in favor of it, but, on the contrary, was
impelled to vote against it, because, using all possible diligence,
1 had not been able, not only not to master, but even carefully
to investigate the testimony, the briefs, or the precedents.

For this reason, Mr. President, I am not able either to concur
with or dissent from the report of the majority of the commit-
tee, and shall not be able to determine whether I shall do so
until I have given to these matters—the testimony, the argu-
ments, and the precedents—such investigation and study as satis-
fies my mind one way or the other—such study as so serious a
matter requires.

I thought it necessary to state this to the Senate so that the
Senate might know why I can not concur or dissent. I there-
fore reserve the right, as I did in committee, to take such action
as my judgment compels when I have had an opportunity to
investigate these matters—which I trust I have shown fo the
Senate has not existed heretofore so far as I am concerned. I
reserve the right, as I did in committee, either to concur or
dissent or file a minority report.

Mr. President, I have served on this committee, I think,
for about 12 years, and I recognize the gravity and seriousness
of a case like this, not only as it affects the Senator whose
name is in question, but as it affecis a State and the Senate
itself. There ought to be no delay on the one hand nor any
inconsiderate haste on the other hand. We are about to ad-
journ. We shall reconvene immediately after the Christmas
holidays. That will give to any Senator who desires diligently
to examine the matter time to do so and to arrive at his con-
clusions. That having been done, Mr., President, I think all
Senators will agree, without exception, that the case should be
expedited and concluded.

I therefore ask unanimous consent that at an appropriate
time, quite early after the reconvening of the Senate after the
holiday recess—say Monday, January 9—the report of the
committee just given to the Senate and laid on the table sub-
ject to call, together with any other reports which may be made
in the premises, shall be taken up for consideration and made
the special order, to be continuned from day to day until Satur-
day the 14th of January, unless sooner disposed of, at which
time, before adjournment on that day, the report of the com-
mittee and all questions arising thereunder and any other re-
ports that may be filed, together with any resolution that may
be offered up to that time, shall be voted on and finally dis-
posed of.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do.

Mr, GALLINGER. As I understand the matter, this is a
privileged question, which can be called up at any time and
discussed by the Senate. I am not willing that it shall be put
in such attitude that it will displace the unfinished business,
which is now the matter before the Senate, but of course the
consideration of a question of this kind will not be opposed
whenever the chairman of the committee feels that it is his
duty to call it up. :

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I understand that, and, as
I tried to state, the reason for the reguest for unanimous con-
sent was that a definite period might be fixed. I thought we
might thus best expedite the matter, which, I take it, everybody
desires to have disposed of. I assume that a definite period—
if' this is too long a time, reduce it—would answer the ends
of the reasonable disposition not only of this business but of
the other business of the Senate.

Of course it lies on the table, subject to the call not only of
the chairman of the committee, but also of any other Senator—
the Senator ean make it broader than that—but if that should
be the case, and it be called up one day, discussed, and then go
over for a week, the discussion might go on to the end of the
session without arriving at any conclusion. Of course I merely
want the sense of the Senate upon it. Whatever the Senate
decides will be the law of the case. A

Mr, BURROWS. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have made my request for unanimo
consent, and I yield to the Senator. c

Mr. BURROWS. Mr. President, I gather from the remarks
of the Senator from Indiana that he desires to reserve the
right to file minority views if he should conclude so to do.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I reserve the right to either concur, dis-
sent, or file a minority report, or anything else dictated by the
study of the testimony, briefs, and precedents,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana
asks unanimous consent that he may be allowed to file his
views on the report just made. Is there objection?

Mr. BURROWS. There is no objection to that, I understand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair hears no objection,
and the Senator from Indiana has that permission.

Mr, BURROWS, Mr. President, I desire to say further that
I think the Senator from Indiana must have misunderstood the
resolution passed by the Senate and my request that the report
of the committee lie on the table.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; I understood that.

Mr., BURROWS. The very object of that was to give to
every member of the Senate the opportunity to examine the
testimony and the report. In that way we fully meet the criti-
cism of the Senator from Indiana that there has been undue
haste in the matter

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I expressly stated that I made no eriti-
cism at all. I merely stated the facts as to why I can not now
concur or dissent from the majority report. :

Mr, BURROWS. In order to give time to examine the report
and the testimony, I have asked that the report lie on the table
and the testimony printed in sufficient quantity to supply the
Senate. There is no occasion for fixing a date for the consid-
eration of the report.

As has been well said by the Senator from New Hampshire,
this is a privileged report and can be called up at any time.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I expressly state that I
make no criticism on the committee or any member thereof. I
am familiar with the proprieties. I have stated merely-the
facts, The Senate can see for itself that it was not an excuse,
but an explanation as to why I myself am not ready to express
any opinion upon this case, either concurring with or dissent-
ing from the majority report. There [exhibiting] is the volume
of testimony—748 pages closely printed; here [exhibiting] is
one of the briefs—nearly 200 pages long; there [exhibiting] is

another; and here [exhibiting] is an abstract. The time
given——

Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a
question ? /

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do.

Mr. BAILEY, Of course the Senator might have been other-
wise engaged, but a very elaborate brief for the petitioners in
this case was sent to me, and I assume was sent to e\ ory mem-
ber of the committes, and probably to every Member of the Sen-
ate, something like two months ago, or certainly more than a
month ago.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. As I have said in my remarks, to inter-
rupt the Senator right there, I never saw nor heard of these
briefs until the meeting of the committee on Saturday last.
On Saturday afternoon I succeeded in getting the brief of Mr.
Hanecy, but was unable to get the other briefs—I was in-
formed at that time that they were in existence—until Monday
morning, when I did get them, and I never saw the testimony
until last Saturday morning at committee meeting.

The Senate itself can judge whether or not I am unreason-
able in saying that, even working on Sunday, which would allow
a day and a half before the final meeting of the committee,
there was sufficient time to go through a volume of 748 pages,
a brief of one hundred and ninety and some odd pages, and
another brief of I do not know how many pages, to say nothing
of the precedents.

At least, Mr, President, working with some diligence, I could
not do it. I state that not in eriticism of anybody else, but as a
reason why I am not able to act this morning, and I made the
same statement in the committee yesterday morning.

Now, as to the other point of the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Burrows], I am not urging haste. Not .being able, for the
reasons given, thoroughly to familiarize myself with the case—
and, I repeat, the Senate can judge for itself whether a day and
a half, including working on Sunday, is enough to go through
all of these volumes and all the authorities cited—it seems to
me that the holidays would afford enough time. And if the
hiolidays do afford enough time, we should then proceed to con-
sider and conclude the case without unreasonable delay. That
is the only request I made,
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Mr. BURROWS. May I ask the Senator a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr, BEVERIDGE. Yes,

Mr. BURROWS. Does the Senator know of any criticism of
him because he did not feel able to concur or dissent at that
meeting of the committee?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Well, no; except the one the Senator im-
plied. He did not mean it, but he implied one when he stated a
moment ago that, in the first place, I complained of haste and
now I wanted to make haste. I am trying to show that the
Senator is in error, and he will see it himself.

I said, as the Senator will remember, when I asked that
opportunity to investigate the record of the case be given those
of us who were not members of the subcommittee, that the time
during the holidays would be sufficient. The committee would
not agree to that. Then I asked for only one week. The com-
mittee would not agree to that.

I do not desire, on account of my not having gone through
748 pages of testimony and the briefs and precedents in a day
and a half, incloding Sunday, to delay this matter. It struck
me—and it is a matter I have thought of since I have been
sitting here in my seat—that it would serve the ends of justice,
the convenience of Senators, and the settlement of the whole
great question involved if, a reasonable time having been given to
all Senators to examine the testimony and the arguments, that a
specific time then be fixed for taking up and determining the
report of the committee, any other reports that may be filed,
and any resolutions that may be based upon them.

If the 9th of January is too early to take the matter up I
would change the dates in my request for unanimous consent
so that it would be taken up on Monday, the 16th, and continue
until Saturday, the 21st, unless we can dispose of it earlier than
that. That would give one week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator restate his
request for unanimous consent?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I request unanimous consent—Iif the
dates first mentioned are too early, I will change them—that
on Monday, January 16, the report of the Commitiee on Privi-
leges and Elections in this case and such other reports from
any member of the committee as may be filed, together with |
any resolution that may be offered by any Senator, shall be
taken up as a special order, to be continued from day to day
until Saturday, January 21, unless sooner disposed of, and that
on Saturday, January 21, before adjournment, or on any day
prior thereto when the conclusion of the matter ean be reached,
a final vote be taken upon the report of the majority, such other
reports as may be filed, and any resolution that may be offered
by any Senator, so that the entire case may be disposed of in
that week. I do that merely to get the sense of the Senate upon
this matter.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, believing and hoping that
this matter will be disposed of before the 16th day of January,
I object to the request for unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made to the re-
quest,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. In view of the Senator’'s statement a
moment ago, I will not follow that with a motion. As the dis-
cussion has gone along I thought of making a motion that this
be done since unanimous consent can not be had, but that can
be done later, immediately after Congress convenes following
the holiday recess. I understand the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has charge of the unfinished business. I want to say
personally to the Senator that I thought this method would get
this matter out of the way of his unfinished business even
quicker than the other method. The whole matter, then, can
go over, so far as I am concerned, both as to the request for
unanimous consent or, failing to get that, a motion, until the
Senate reconvenes after the holidays. I thought it wise to
make the request now, but if the Senator thinks it will inter-
fere with his unfinished business, why of course he has the
right to object.

Mr. GALLINGER. I will merely suggest, Mr. President, so
far as the unfinished busines is concerned, that I shall endeavor
not to allow it to obstruct a matter such as has been discussed
this morning. I will try to be courteous——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am sure of that.

Mr. GALLINGER (continuing). To all Senators, and espe-
clally the Senator from Indiana, I feel sure that there will be
abundant opportunty to consider the resolutions that have been
submitted and to decide the very important question, which
ought to be speedily determined.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The statement of the Senator from New

Hampshire, of course, is satisfactory to me. I understand
that he means precisely what he says, and that when this mat-

ter comes up he will not permit the unfinished business to stand
in the way of a gquestion so important and so privileged.

Mr. SMOOT, subsequently, from the Committee on Printing,
to which was referred Senate resolution 311, submitted this day
by Mr. Burrows, reported it without amendment, and it was
considered by unanimous consent and agreed to.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. CLAPP:

A bill (8. 9734) granting an increase of pension to Henry
Weniworth (with accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 9735) granting an increase of pension to John
Hines (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 9736) granting an increase of pension to William
Noyes (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 9737) granting an increase of pension to Warren
F. Reynolds (with accompanying papers); to the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. CLARK of Wyoming:

A bill (8. 9738) to provide for appeals from the district court
of the United States for Porto Rico; to the Committee on the
Judieiary. :

A bill (8. 9739) granting an increase of pension to Peter
Sandford; to the Committee on Pensions. .

By Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (for Mr. GUGGENHEIM) :

A bill (8. 9740) for the establishment of a botanical labora-
tory at Denver, Colo.; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

By Mr. DIXON:

A bill (8. 9741) granting an increase of pension to Austin
Betters; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. ROOT:

A bill (8. 9742) to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to audit and adjust certain claims of the State of New York
(with accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BURNHAM :

(By request.) A bill (8. 9743) for the relief of Mary Shan-
non; to the Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 9744) granting an increase of pension to William
Henderson ;

A bill (8, 9745) granting an increase of pension to Andrew
Jackson;

A bill (8. 9746) granting an increase of pension to Orin
Kimball;

A bill (8. 9747) granting an increase of pension to Frank P.
Sargent; and

A bill (8. 9748) granting an increase of pension to Abner F.
Clement ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SMOOT:

A Dbill (8. 9749) providing for free homesteads on the public
lands for actual and bone fide settlers in the former Uintah
Indian Reservation, State of Utah, and reserving the public
lands for that purpose; to the Committee on Public Lands.

A bill (8. 9750) granting an increase of pension to Emily J.
Swaney (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. McCUMBER :

A bill (8. 9751) authorizing the cancellation of the Indian
aléotment of Peter Rousseau; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs.

A bill (8. 9752) granting an increase of pension to Thomas
Posey (with accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 9753) granting an increase of pension to Henry
MeBrien (with accompanying paper) ;

A Dbill (8. 9754) granting an increase of pension to Jane Ann
Briggs; and

A bill (8. 9755) to amend section 1 of an act entitled “An act
granting pensions to certain enlisted men, soldiers and officers,
who served in the Civil War and the War with Mexico; " to the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SWANSON:

A bill (8. 9756) to provide for the purchase of a site and the
erection of a public building thereon at Farmville, in the State
of Virginia ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

A Dbill (8. 9757) for the relief of A. M. Randolph and the
other children and heirs of Robert Lee Randolph, deceased; to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN:

A bill (8. 9758) for the relief of George W. Samson (with

accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.
By Mr. FLINT:

A bill (8. 9759) to amend the act entitled “An act to regulate
commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, as heretofore amended ;
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce,
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By Mr. BRADLEY:

A bill (8. 9760) granting an increase of pension to Jesse K.
Freeman; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. NIXON:

G‘} bill (8. 9761) granting an increase of pension to Alfred Y.
ale;

A bill (8. 9762) granting an increase of pension to George

W. Thompson ;

A bill (8. 9763) granting an increase of pension fo John
Milton Ralston (with accompanying paper) ; and

A bill (8. 9764) granting an increase of pension to Patrick
O’'Donnell (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. BRANDEGEE:

A bill (8. 9765) granting an increase of pension to Hiram F,
Chappell ;

A bill (8. 9766) granting an increase of pension to Jerome
A. Shirley;

A bill (8.
Hoxie;

A bill (8. 9768) granting an increase of pension to Perry B.
Johnson ; 2

A bill (8. 9769) granting an increase of pension to Henry
Worthington; and

A bill (8. 9770) granting an increase of pension to Michael
Cleary; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. JONES:

A bill (8. 9771) granting an increase of pension to George F.
Ralston ;

A bill (8. 9772) granting an increase of pension to Winfield
8. Blain;

A bill (8. 9773) granting an increase of pension to Samuel
M. Hoover;

A bill (8. 9774) granting an increase of pension to James R.
McKee;

A bill (8. 9775) granting an increase of pension to David W.
Fox;

A bill (8. 9776) granting an increase of pension to George
Liddle; .

A bill (8. 9777) granting an increase of pension to William
H. Dupray; -

A bill (8. 9778) granting an increase of pension to George
H. Slightam;

A bill (8. 9779) granting an increase of pension to Samuel
Malkohn ;

A bill (8. 9780) granting an increase of pension to Alfred B.
Wileox ; and

A bill (8. 9781) granting an increase of pension to Luther
McNeal; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. CARTER :

A bill (8. 9782) for the improvement of Quackenbos Street
from Georgia Avenue to the east side of Eighth Street NW.,
Quintana Place from Eighth Street to Ninth Street NW., Eighth
Street from Quackenbos Sireet to Rittenhouse Street NW., and
Ninth Street from Quackenbos Sireet to Rittenhouse Street NW.;

A bill (8. 9783) authorizing the extension of Ninth Street
NW.: and

A bill (8., 9784) authorizing the extension of Highth Street
NW.; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr, BURKETT:

A bill (8. 9785) granting an increase of pension to Daniel
Liming;

A bill (8. 9786) granting an increase of pension to Myron
Richards; and

A bill (8. 9787) granting an increase of pension to William
M. Thomas (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensgions.

By Mr. PENROSE:

A bill (8. 9788) to grant an honorable discharge to Patrick
Quinn (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

A bill (8. 9789) granting an increase of pension to Laura V.
Tegethofl' ;

A bill (8. 9790) granting a pension to Sarah M, Chandler
(with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 9791) granting a pension to Ethalinda Stewart
(with accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. LODGE:

A bill (8. 9792) granting an increase of pension to Arthur W.
Cox (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. NELSON:

A bill (8. 9793) for the relief of public-land claimants in fire-
burned areas; to the Committee on Public Lands,

767) granting an Increase of pension to Mary M.

By Mr. OWEN (for Mr. Gogg) :

A bill (8. 9794) to remove the charge of desertion against
Elias Gibbs; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 9795) granting an increase of pension to- Elias
Cleveland (with accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 9796) granting an increase of pension to Benjamin
R, Chisam (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 9797) granting an increase of pension to William H.
Dillingham (with accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 9798) granting an increase of pension to Amos
Potter (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 9799) granting an increase of pension to Thomas M,
Smith (with accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 9800) granting an increase of pension to William G,
Downs (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 9801) granting an increase of pension to Hiram
Brooks (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

A bill (8. 9802) to reimburse the members of the Chickasaw
and Choctaw Tribes of Indians for the fee of $750,000, said fee
paid the firm of Mansfield, MeMurray & Cornish, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. RAYNER (by request) :

A Dbill (8. 9803) for the relief of the heirs of Charles N.
Gregory, deceased ; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. SCOTT:

A Dbill (8. 9804) granting an increase of pension to Bernard
F. Morrow (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions. :

By Mr. BEVERIDGE:

A bill (8. 9805) granting a pension to Benaldine Smith Noble;

A bill (8. 9806) granting an increase of pension to John V.
Preston;

A bill (8. 9807) granting an Increase of pension to William C.
Hoffman (with accompanying papers) ; and
. A bill (8. 9808) granting an increase of pension to Benjamin
B. Winans (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Pensions,

AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS.

Mr. NELSON submitted an amendment proposing to appro-
priate $10,000 for improving the Mississippi River in Minne-
sota, ete., intended to be proposed by him to the river and harbor
appropriation bill, which was referred to the Committee on Com-
merce and ordered to be printed.

Mr. BAILEY submifted an amendment proposing to appro-
priate $300,000 for continuing the contract plan for widening
and deepening the Sabine-Neches Canal from the Port Arthur
ship channel to the Sabine River to a navigable depth of 25
feet, ete., intended to be proposed by him to the river and harbor
appropriation bill, which was referred to the Committee on Com-
merce and ordered to be printed.

Mr. BURTON submitted an amendment proposing to increase
the salary of the chief clerk of the Bureau of Yards and .
Docks, Navy Department to $2,500, intended to be proposed by
him to the legislative, ete., apropriation bill, which was referred
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

Mr. PILES submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate
$50,000 for improving Willapa River and Harbor, Wash., etec.,
intended to be proposed by him to the river and harbor appro-
priation bill, which was referred to the Committee on Commerce
and ordered to be printed.

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate
$25,000 for improving the harbor at Bellingham, Wash., ete.,
intended to be proposed by him to the river and harbor appro-
priation bill, which was referred to the Committee on Commerce
and ordered to be printed.

GOVERNMENT OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES, -

Mr. BOURNE submitted the following resolution (S. Res.
812), which was considered by unanimous consent and agreed to:

Resolved, That the President of the United States is hereby requested
to furnish to the Senate for its use, if he does not deem it incompatible
with public interest, the following information, with departmental
classifications of the same:

First. The total number of appointments which are made by the
President upon nomination to and confirmation by the SBenate.

Second. The total number of apPointmwm which are made by the
g’re;slilde%t, b&t which do not reguire nomination to and confirmation

¥ the Senate. 3

Third. The total number of officers and employees of the Government
subject to civil-service regulations, specifying classification and number
of postmasters.

ourth. The total number of officers and employees subject to removal
by the President without action on the part of Congress.

Fifth. Total number of officers and employees of the United States
govemment exclusive of enlisted men and officers of the Army and

avy.
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PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS.

A message from the President of the United States, by M. C.
Latta, Executive clerk, announced that the President had, on
December 20, 1910, approved and signed the following acts and
joint resolution :

8.5651. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to incorpo-
rate the Washington Sanitary Housing Co.,” approved April 23,
1904 ;

8. 69010. An act to provide for the extension of Reno Road, in
the District of Columbia; and

8. J. Res. 130. Joint resolution to pay the oflicers and em-
ployees of the Senate and House of Representatives their re-
spective salaries for the month of December, 1910, on the 21st
day of said month.

BULE BEGARDING TARIFF LEGISLATION.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I give notice that on the
5th of January, at the conclusion of the morning business, I will
address the Senate on the resolution proposed by the Senator
from Iowa [Mr, CumaminNs] regarding the amendment of the
tariff by schedules.

ENTRY ON COAL LANDS IN ALABAMA.

Mr., OVERMAN., Mr, President, on behalf of the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. JoaNsToN], who is confined to his room by
sickness and is very anxious to get a local bill through at this
gession, I ask unanimous consent for the present consideration
of the bill (8. 9266) extending the operation of the act of June
10, 1910, to coal lands in Alabama.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. It proposes that all the
public lands containing coal deposits in the State of Alabama
which are now being withheld from homestead entry under the
provisions of the act entitled “An act to exclude the public lands
in Alabama from the operations of the laws relating to mineral
lands,” approved March 3, 1883, may be entered under the home-
stead laws of the United States subject to the provisions, terms,
conditions, and limitations prescribed in the act entitled “An
act to provide for agricultural entries on coal lands,” approved
June 10, 1910.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

JOURNAL OF PORTO RICO.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the fol-
lowing message from the President of the United States (I
Doc. No. 1069), which was read, ordered to be printed, and,
with the accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on
Pacific Islands and Porto Rico:

To the Senate and House of Representatives:

As required by section 19 of the act of Congress approved
April 12, 1900, entitled “An act temporarily to provide revenue
and a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other purposes,”
I transmit herewith a copy of the Journal of the Executive
Council of Porto Rico for the session beginning August 80 and
ending September 3, 1910,

W, H. TarT.

TaE WHITE Housk, December 21, 1910.

FRANCHISES IN PORTO RICO.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the fol-
lowing message from the President of the United States (H.
Doc. No. 1223), which was read, and, with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on Pacific Islands and Porto
Rico and ordered to be printed:

To the Senate and House of Representatives:

As required by section 32 of the act of Congress approved
April 12, 1800, entitled “An act temporarily to provide revenues
and a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other purposes,”
I transmit herewith certified copies of franchises granted by
the Executive Council of Porto Rico, which are desecribed in the
accompanying letter from the Secretary of War transmitting
them to me. Such of these as relate to railroad, street railway,
telegraph, and telephone franchises, privileges, or concessions
have been approved by me, as required by the joint resolution
of May 1, 1900 (31 Stat. L., p. 715).

War H. TarT.

TaE WHITE HoUsE, December 21, 1910.

TEXAS-NEW MEXICO BOUNDARY LINE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the fol-
lowing message from the President of the United States (H. Doc.

No. 1076), which was read, ordered to lie on the table, and to be
printed :

To the Benate and House of Representatives:

The constitutional convention recently held in the Territory
of New Mexico has submitted for acceptance or rejection the
draft of a constitution to be voted upon by the voters of the
proposed new State, which contains a clause purporting to fix
the boundary line between New Mexico and Texas which may
reagonably be construed to be different from the boundary lines
heretofore legally run, marked, established, and ratified by the
United States and the State of Texas, and under which elaims
might be set up and litigation instigated of an unnecessary and
improper character. A joint resolution has been introduced in
the House of Representatives for the purpose of authorizing
the President of the United States and the State of Texas to
mark the boundary lines between the State of Texas and the
Territory or proposed State of New Mexico, or to reestablish
and re-mark the boundary line heretofore established and
marked, and to enact that any provision of the proposed con-
stitution of New Mexico that in any way tends to annul or
change the boundary lines between Texas and New Mexico shall
be of no force or effect. I recommend the adoption of such
joint resolution.

The act of June 5, 1858 (vol 11, U. 8. Stats., 310)—
authorizing the President of the United States, In conjunction with the
B G Bl 2 B0 iy M betwes e or
under which a survey was made in 1859-60 by one John H.
Clark, and in the act of Congress approved March 3, 1891 (vol
26, U. 8. Stats., 971)—

the boundary lines between sald public-land strip and Tex and

tween Texas and New Mexico, established unde‘r} the act ?:’f Junebg:

1858, is hereby confirmed—

and a joint resolution was passed by the legislature of Texas,

and became a law March 25, 1891—

confirming the location of the boundary lines established

States commissioner between No Man‘:ylmnd ::d Te;a: atgi e Unﬂ;neg
(Laws of

New Mexico under the act of Congress of June 5, 1858.
Texas, 191, p. 193, Resolutions.) 2

The Committee on Indian Affairs, in its report of May 2,
1910 (No. 1250), Sixty-first Congress, second session, recom-
mended a joint resolution, in the fourth section of which ap-
pears the following :

Provided, That the part of a line run and marked b
the thirty-second arn%‘llel of morth latitude, and thag aﬁuﬁeﬁﬁeﬂfﬁg
run and marked a oug the one hundred and third ee of longitude
west of Greenwich, the same being the east and west and no an
south lines between Texas and New Mexico, and run by authority o
act of Congress approved June 5, 1858, and known as the Clark I
and that part of the line along the parallel of 36

8 and 30 min-
utes of north latitude, formin T

the north boundary line known as the
Panhandle of Texas, and which said parts of said lines have been con-
firmed by act of dongmss of March 3, 1891, shall remain the true
boundayy lines of Texas and Oklahoma and the Territory-of New
Mexico: Provided further, That it shall be the duty of the commis-
sloners appointed under this act to re-mark said old Clark monuments
and lines where they can be found and identified.

The lines referred to in the paragraph above are the same as
contained in the proposed joint resolution above referred to.

Under the act of Congress approved June 20, 1910, “An act
to enable the people of New Mexico to form a constitution and
State government and be admitted into the Union,” ete. (vol.
36, U. B, Stats,, 557, sec. 4), provides that when a constitution
has been duly ratified by the people of New Mexico a certified
copy of the same shall be submitted to the President of the
United States, and in section 5 it provides that after certain
elections shall have been held and the result certified to the
President of the United States, the President shall immediately
issue his proclamation, upon which the proposed State of New
Mexico shall be deemed admitted by Congress into the Union, by
virtue of said act of June 20, 1910. The required acts have
not taken place, and therefore to all intents and purposes the
proposed State of New Mexico is still a Territory and under
the control of Congress.

As the boundary line between Texas and New Mexico is es-
tablished under the act of June 5, 1858, and confirmed by Con-
gress under the act of March 3, 1801, and ratified by the State
of Texas March 25, 1891, and as the Territory of New Mexico
has not up to ‘the present time fulfilled all the requirements
under the act of June 20, 1910, for admission to the Union,
there is no reason why the joint resolution should not be
adopted, as above provided, and I recommend the adoption of
such resolution for the purpose of conferring indisputable au-
thority upon the President, in conjunction with the State of
Texas, to reestablish and re-mark a boundary already estab-
lished and confirmed by Congress and the State of Texas.

W, H. TaArT.

Tre Warre House, December 21, 1910,
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Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, the joint resolution re-
ferred to in the message of the President was also introduced
in the Senate, and a favorable report from the committee has
been made, and the joint resolution is mow on the calendar.

I ask unanimous consent, under the circumstances, for the
present consideration of the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 124)
reaflirming the boundary line between Texas and the Territory
of New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Texas asks
unanimous consent for the present consideration of a joint
resolution, which will be read by the Secretary, subject to
objection.

The Secretary read the joint resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres-
ent consideration of the joint resolution?

Mr. HEYBURN. I should like to have further information.
This land, now a part of the Territory of New Mexico, con-
tributes to the school funds of the United States to the extent
of four sections in each township; that is, to double the extent
of the States in general. The land now belongs to the United
States and is subject to that arrangement. If it goes to Texas—
for Texas owns its own lands—the scheol funds of the United
States would be depleted to the extent of the value of the
school sections falling within this strip. I understand it is a
strip about 300 miles long and of very considerable area. A
great many school sections would fall within that area.

Texas has no law under which these reservations exist er
under the operation of which the Government would receive
any contribution to the public school funds or the educational
purposes of the Government.

I think a question involving a matter of this magnitude and
of that peculiar character ought not to be hastily considered.
I am not as fully advised as I hope to be. I have gone through
the papers carefully. The question was discussed at length in
Congress some years ago, and I have before me the remarks of
Members of the House and Senate, some of whom are now
Members, and I hope the Senator frem Texas will not press
his request for the present censideration of the joint resolution.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, T hope the Senator from Idaho
will not object to the passage of the joint resolution. It seems
to me that this is not a question of our handing over Govern-
ment land which may be divided into school sections. This is
land that belongs to Texas, as I understand it. It is now oc-
cupied by citizens of Texas. It was marked by monuments
under laws of the United States as between the United States
and Texas. There is now an attempt in the new constitution of
New Mexico to throw the whole strip on which Texas citizens are
living into the new State of New Mexico, leading, as the Presi-
dent says, to litigation and very likely to more serious trouble.
It seems to me that we ought not to permit such a thing as
that to be done. I have only heard of it as I have heard the
President’s message this morning and listened to the bill. It
appears to me it is a serious matter to attempt to take land
which has belonged to a State with the entire concurrence of
the Government of the United States.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, will the Senator frem
Idaho yield to me?

Mr. HEYBURN. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, the boundary line be-
tween New Mexico and Texas was fixed by an act passed in
1850 by Congress and acquiesced in by the State of Texas.
The line as actunally run on the ground by the commissioner
of the United States was established in 1859-60 by the com-
missioner appointed under- the act of 1858. Although the
executive departments of the United States and the State of
Texas had recognized, between 1858 and 1891, the existence of
this line and the correctness of it, Congress in 1801 passed an
act expressly confirming the establishment of the boundary line
made t1n 1858. Texas did the same by a joint resolution passed
in 1891,

8o, as suggested by the Senator from Massachusetts, this
land, by an agreement between the United States and Texas,
has belonged to Texas since 1858. It has been actually marked
on the ground as Texas territory. Much of the land there has
been patented by the State, and it is now occupied by citizens
of Texas; it has been held and occupied continuously since
1858; and recently villages and towns have been erected on
the strip of land which is in dispute.

The purpose of the joint resolution, the passage of which
has been recommended by the President in the message just
read, is merely to reaffirm and fix again on the ground, as
some of the monuments may have been obliterated, the actual
line that was run in 1859-60 under the act of 1858 and con-
firmed by Congress and Texas in 1801 by legislative enactment

and acquiesced in since 1858 by the executive departments of
both Governments. -

The land does not belong to New Mexico, and it is not the
purpose of the joint resolution to take it from New Mexico.
The land belongs to Texas, and the object of the joint resclu-
tion is to confirm it so far as the joint reselution may do.

So far as the question of education is concerned, I will say
that Texas in 1845 reserved the public domain of that State
when it was admitted into the Union, and every other section
of land which is patented by Texas goes to the public free-
school fund of that State. The proportion of this land \goes to
the publie-sehool fund of Texas, as in the case of all other lands
patented by the State. It is true it does not go to the free-
school fund so far as the United States is concerned, but it is
dedicated to the general purposes of education, as is the case -
with United States land. 5

I trust that the Senator will allow the joint resolution to be
considered and passed. .

Mr. HEYBURN. I yielded to the Senator, and I desire to
resume for a moment the remarks I was engaged in making.

I have before me a document which eonveys some informa-
tion. The one hundred and third meridian has been officially
fixed as a boundary line between Texas and New Mexico. We
acquired Texas by a direct treaty with Texas, regarding it as
an independent government.

Mr. GALLINGER. With Mexico?

Mr. HEYBURN. I have never considered that it eame from
Mexico, because I have always recognized the independence of
Texas as having been complete when we made it a State. There
was an interval, I think history sustains me in saying, when
Texas was an independent nation. Political parties have di-
vided on that question. However that may be, it is not very
important to determine it now. But the fact is that the one
hundred and third meridian, wherever that be, whether it may
include this land or not, is the legally, lawfully established line.
Whether men going upoen the ground have correctly located this
line or not is a mere physical fact that may be determined.

When the controversy was uip the Government of the United
States paid Texas §10,000,000 for all claims that she might
have then or thereafter to anything west of the one hundred and
third meridian. If I am correct in those things, then this gues-
tion is of more importance than might seem upon the face, and
however it may be disposed of, it ought not to be disposed of
s0 summarily that—

Mr, BAILEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senater from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. HEYBURN. I do.

Mr. BAILEY. If the Senator will permit me, even if it be
true, and indeed it is trume, that that astronomical line was
declared by the original law to be the boundary between New
Mexico and Texas, when the parties to that contract went om
the ground, ran the line, and established the monuments, then
that line as thus physically run on the ground would control
against the mere astronomical or geographical designation,
just the same as if the Senator from Idaho and myself owned
adjoining land and the deeds called for a certain Iine, and if
he and I went on the ground and ran the dividing line between
the twe cstates that dividing line as thus established on the
ground would bind both him and me.

But I will call the Senator's attention to anether matter. In
what is known as the Greer County case, which was tried while
my colleague was attorney general of the State, I believe, the
Supreme Court of the United States itself held that Texas was
bound by what is known as the Clark line, and they took a very
considerable strip of our territory under that. I believe I am
right in that.

Mr. CULBERSON. The whole county of Greer.

Mr. BAILEY. Upon the very proposition that we were bound
by the Clark line. Now, it would be a singular thing to say
that we are bound by it in order to take our territory away
from us on one side and the United States is not bound by it in
order to take our territory away from us on the other side.
That would be cutting us both ways.

If the Senator from Idaho will recall the decision in the
Greer County case, I am sure, then, he will not have any doubt
in his mind that the line, as thus run and established on the
ground, is the line that must prevail even ever the astronomical
description.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, the record of Congress shows
that the line which was run upon the ground and established
was not approved or adopted.

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator is mistaken about that.

Mr. HEYBURN. I have the referenc:e here.
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Mr. BAILEY. What document has the Senator?

. Mr. HEYBURN. If the Senator will refer to Document No.
635, Fifty-seventh Congress, first session, I think he will find
that the Clark survey was not approved. It was claimed that it
was 3 miles out of line. The court has recognized the meridian
as the line. The question was not involved in that case, as I
remember it, but my memory is very scant indeed. It was not
determined by the court that the Clark line was the line. The
meridian has always been the line, and Texas itself has claimed
that the one hundred and third meridian was the line. The only
question is, Where is the one hundred and third meridian?

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator, of course, justifies his position by
showing he knows nothing about the case,

Mr. HEYBURN. Who does?

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. HEYBURN. That is rather a fresh statement, saying
that I know nothing about the case.

Mr. BAILEY. Absolutely nothing.

Mr. HEYBURN. I do know something abount the case. If the
Senator knows more, it will be a duty devolving upon him to
make the Senate aware of that fact.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly.

Mr. CULBERSON. I understood the Senator from Idaho to
say that the line as run in 1859-60, under the act of 1858, has
never been approved. If the Senator will pardon me, I will
read the provision of the act of Congress approved March 3,
1861, which is as follows:

n lie-1 exas
w?&;nmﬁl;i:rinynﬁe? mcofg‘{a luighgd aul:gieﬁtgtl:% ::‘.l ?Tuza 5, 183.'1:13?
is hereby confirmed.

Mr. HEYBURN.
meridian,

Mr. CULBERSON. Oh, no. The act of 1850 fixed the one
hundred and third meridian. The act of 1858 provided that
that line should be run on the ground, and it was run on the
ground. The act of 1891 approved it as established under the
provisions of the act of 1858.

Mr. HEYBURN. The effect of the act of 1801 is very ma-
terial to be considered in this matter, and the Senate surely
should not act upon a question of this kind without having that
act presented to it. Has the Senator the act?

Mr. CULBERSON. Of 18917

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes.

Mr. CULBERSON. I have just read it.

Mr. HEYBURN. The Senator has read a few words.

Mr. CULBERSON. I have read all there is to it.

Mr., HEYBURN. The entire act?

Mr. CULBERSON. The entire act in so far as it refers to
this question.

Mr. HEYBURN. May I impose upon the good nature of the
Senator to ask him to read the language of that act again?

Mr. CULBERSON. I will, with pleasure.

The boundary line between said public-land strip and Texas—
That is what is called No Man's Land—

and between Texas and New Mexico, established under act of June 5,
1858, is hereby confirmed.

The Senator will find it in the Twenty-sixth Statutes at Large,
page 971

Mr. HEYBURN. That is the line established now?

Mr. CULBERSON, If the Senator will pardon me, I will
reiterate. The act of 1850 fixed the boundary line. In 1858
Congress provided for the running of that line on the ground,
and it was run on the ground by a man by the name of John H,
Clark. In 1891 Congress confirmed the line that was fixed
under the act of 1858. Now, that is at least as plain as I can
make it.

Mr. HEYBURN. I have something of Mr., Clark’s report
here before me in regard to the running of that line. I may
indulge in reading a little of it. I want it thoroughly under-
stood I have no feeling in this matter. It is like any other
matter of public business. We have no right simply to sit here
and pass it through because some one says that we ought
to do it.

Mr. CULBERSON. If the Senator is going to objeet to the
present consideration of the joint resolution, let him do so, but
I submit to the Senator the time of the Senate ought not to be
taken up in this way to determine whether he is going to ob-
ject to its consideration. The only question before the Senate
is whether the joint resolution shall be considered.

Mr. HEYBURN. I pnderstand the joint resolution is before
the Senate,

That was the one hundred and third

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The joint resolution is not be-
fore the Senate.

Mr. HEYBURN. I think I will ask that it go oven

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made,

Mr. LODGE. Regular order!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there further concurrent
or other resolutions to be offered?

Mr. CULLOM. If there is nmo further morning business, I
move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of executive
business,

Mr. LODGE. I hope that motion will not be made now.

Mr. CULLOM. I have no objection to withdrawing it if
there is anything special to be presenied to the Senate.

Mr. LODGE. I hope the matter of the Texas boundary will

be taken up.

Mr. CULBERSON. Will the Senator from Illinois yield for
that purpose?

Mr. CULLOM. I will yield to the Senator.

Mr. CULBERSON. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Senate joint resolution 124, reaffirming the
boundary line between Texas and the Territory of New Mexico.

Mr. HEYBURN,. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will eall the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Bacon Clark, Wyo. Kean Rayner
Bailey Crawfor La Follette Root
Borah Culberson Lodge Beott
Bourne Cullom Money Bhively
Bradley Dixon Nelson Smoot
Brandegee du Pont Newlands SBwanson
Bristow Fletcher Overman Taylor
Burkett Flint Owen Terrell
Burrows Gallinger Page Warner
Burton Gamble Penrose Wetmore
Chamberlain Heyburn Percy Young
Clapp Jones Piles

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-seven Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

Mr. CULBERSON. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of the joint resolution (8. J. Res, 124) reaffirming
the boundary line between Texas and the Territory of New
Mexico.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate, as in Committee of
the Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was read, as follows:

Whereas the constitutional convention recently held in the Territory
of New Mexico submitted for acceptance or rejection the draft of a
proposed constitution for the State of New Mexico, to be voted upon by
the voters of sald proposed new State on the 21st day of Januoary,
1911, which pro constitution contains a eclause attempting fo
annul and set aside the bmmdar'{r lines heretofore legnllg run, marked,
established, and ratified by the United Btates and the State of Texns,
gald lines between the Territory of New Mexico and the State of Texas
having been run by John H. Clark, the boundary commissioner acting
for the United States in 1859 and 1860, the said lines being now known
and recognized as the Clark lines; and

Whereas the Unlted Srates and the State of Texas have patented land
based upon the Clark lines as the boundary between Texas and the
Territory of New Mexico: Therefore be It

Resolved, ete.,, That any provision of said proposed constitution that
in any way tends to annul or change the boundary lines between the
State of Texas and the Territory or State of New Mexico shall bhe of
no foree or effect, but shall be construed go as not in any way to change,
affect, or alter the said boundary lines known as the Clark lines and
heretofore run and marked by him as a commissioner on the part of
the United States and concurred In by the State of Texas, and the
former ratification of said Clark lines by the United States by the act
approved March 3, 1891, and the State of Texas by the joint resolution
passed March 25, 1801, ghall be held and deemed a conclusive location
and settlement of sald boundary lines.

Sec. 2, That the President of the United States is hereby authorlzed,
in conjunction with the State of Texas, to reestablish and re-mark the
boundary lines heretofore established and marked by John H. Clark
between New Mexico and the Btate of Texas, and for snch purpose he
is hereby authorized and empowered to appoint a commissioner, who,
in conjunction with such commissioner as may be appointed by and
on behalf of the State of Texas for the same purpose, shall re-mark the
boundary between the Territory of New Mexico and the State of Texas
as follows : Beginning at the point where the one hundred and third
degree of longitude west from Greenwich intersects the parallel of 36
degrees and 30 minutes north latitude, as determined and fixed by
John H. Clark, the commissioner on the part of the United States In
the years 1859 and 1860; thence south with the llne run by said
Clark for the saild one hundred and third degree of longltude to the
thirty-second parallel of north latitude to the polnt marked by sald
Clark as the southeast corner of New Mexico; and thence west with
the thirty-second degree of north latitude as determined by sald Clark
to the Rio Grande,

8gc. 3. That the part of the line run and marked by monuments
along the thirty-second parallel of north latitude and that part of the
line marked by monuments along the one hundred and third degree of
longitude west from Greenwich, the same being the east and west and
north and south lines between Texas and New Mexico, and run by
aunthority of the act of Congress approved June 5, 1858, and known as
the Clark lines, which said lines as run by said Clark have been con-
firmed, as aforesald, by the act of (‘.ongress.a'i\‘pmved March 3, 1801,
and the jolnt resolution of the legislature of Texas passed March 25,
1891, shall remain the rrue boundary lines of Texas and New Mexico:
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Provided, That It shall be the duty of the commissioners appointed
under this act to re-mark said old Clark monuments and line where
they ecan be found and identified by the original monuments now on
the ground, or where monuments are now missing or the lines can not
found but their original h?oaition ean be shown by competent parol
evidence or by the topograp ¢ maps or fleld notes made by =aid Clark,
the monuments so found or their position so identified shall determine
the true position and course of the boundary lines as marked by said
Clark to the full extent of the survey e by him, and where no
survey was actually originally made on said lines it shall be the duty
of the sald commissioners to run a straight line between the nearest
points determined by the Clark map, field notes, and survey, and when
sald straight lines have been so run, marked, and agreed uE;m by the
ecommissioners they shall thereafter form the true boundary lines.

Sec. 4. That the sum of ,000, or so much thereof as may be
nemsnm‘l and the same Is hereby, appropriated, out of any money
in the ry not otherwise appropriated, to carry out the pu.?cses
of this act: Provided, That the person or persons appointed and em-
g:orteed on the part of the State of Texas shall be paid by the said

tate.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I have not the slightest feel-
ing of antagonism in this matter. Residents of New Mexico
have presented their claim to this land to me and called my
attention to the fact that the new State was about fo be de-
spoiled to the extent of this strip. When they called my atten-
tion to it I took occasion to look into the matter, and I have not
gone outside of the records of Congress in doing so. Of course,
I have no feeling against Texas. It makes not the slightest
difference whether Texas gets it or New Mexico, except that
Congress is here to do that which is right. I know of no reason
why the matter should be rushed through to-day except it is on
the principle that when a certain whistle blows you have got to
get off the frack—that is about the only thing I know—and if
you do not the steam roller will run over you. Well, I should
like to feel the pressure of a steam roller once, anyhow, and
see how it feels.

Mr. President, if this were a new question it might be neces-
sary to go at great length into the relations between Texas and
the United States; but it is not. I am going fo state a fact that
is stated of record. The Govermment of the United States paid
the State of Texas $10,000,000 for this strip of land. Does any
Senator controvert that? The question was an issue. The
Government paid the State of Texas $10,000,000 for this land.

Mr. BAILEY. For this strip?

Mr. HEYBURN. Is that controverted?

Mr. BAILEY. Of course it is.

Mr. HEYBURN. Then, all right; I will proceed, because I
do not care to discuss questions that are not controverted.

Mr. BAILEY. The Government of the United States paid the
State of Texas $10,000,000 for an immensely Iarge area of land.
Even if this were included in it, this was an infinitesimal part
of the purchase that the United States made from Texas.

Mr. HEYBURN. When the question was under discussion on
a former occasion In Congress the facts were very well grouped
and stated by Mr. PayNe. In dedling with it he said:

Lg first recollection of this matter was at the session of the Fifty-
ninth Congress, when a bill came up unexpectedly to enable Texas to
annex some 600,000 acres of land from the Territory of New Mexico.

Those conditions seem to have been repeated here this morn-
ing—the joint resolution comes up unexpectedly.

It was here with a favorable report from the Committee on the
;'.;’,‘.’J,‘}_“" the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. Birdsall, having made the

Mr, PAYNE proceeds:

I got all the facts which I knew at that time in regard to that case
from the favorable report of Mr. Birdsall, because, fortunately, he had
placed the documents of the United States in the report which showed
that Texas had no right to this 600,000 acres of land, which was
worth then and Is worth now $20 an acre, or more than $12,000,000.

It seems that in 1850 Texas was clnimlng all of this land now In
Bt Slatn. etk Iy Cngree ahi thheﬁm ot e

a@ ra ongress a e ature of Texas,
whereby thﬁnes for thé“1r Panhandle were gescrihed as bounded on the
east by the Red River and by the ome hun h meridian, and on the
north by latitude 36.80, and on the west by the one hundred and third
degree of longitude west of Greenwich. hat was agreed to by both
parti and Texas relinquished all lands outside of t?:t. and con-
sideration the United States paid Texas $12,000,000 in money. So
that we had a pretty good title to that land.

The land they paid $12,000,000 for was everything that Texas
mig?;;]aim or did claim west of the one hundred and third
meridian.

Afterwards there was some dispute about where the one hundred
and th}:d m:{ldian actua;lybwu and where thg egng hlilﬁdredth actually
was. n act was passed by DNETess, AcCCep ¥ the Texas Legis-
lature, that each party should appoint onme commissioner, who shounld
go and survey these lands—the one hundredth meridian west of Green-
wich and the ome hun and third degree of longitude west of
Greenwich. One John H. Clark was sent by the Government.

The act was passed in 1858 and he was sent there in 1859. Texas
also sent a surveyor, who stayed on the job a few weeks, got tired,
and quit, and left Clark to finish the job amd the survey. The point was
to establish the one hundred and third meridian and the one hundredth
meridian. Mr. Clark went to work, and by establishing the ome hun-
dredth meridian at Kansas line, or bilmrtaining where it had been

e surveyed back and got down

established by a previous surveyor.

Into Texas and fixed the monument at the ome hundred and third
meridian, and I think the monument is there to-day.

But the one hundred and third meridian at the Kansas line had been
established 23 miles west of where it ought to be by the mistake of
a former surveyor, and subsequently the United States sent another
surveyor there with better methods, and by triangulation and observa-
tion of the moon and the stars, and so forth, he established the true
meridian at the Kansas line and moved it 2 miles and a little over
east of where it had been located before, and that is the line as located

¥.
Afterwards the Government of the United States sent Mr. Kidder, a
surveyor and e_}':gtneer, there to over the lines of Mr. Clark. What
did he find? is one hundredth meridian was loeated 11 chains and
26 links west of the true meridian. He had consequently taken a
little land from Texas and given it to the Indian Territory. On the
north line he had one end of it a few chains out of the way to the
south and the other end of it a few chains out of line to the north of
the true parallel of latitude. On the one hundred and third meridian
he found that Survelyor Clark had started in first at the southern line
of New Mexico and located the one hundred and third meridian, and he
established the meridian there, or the point for the meridian, 3 miles
67 chains and 35 links west of the true meridian, as afterwards asecer-
tained by Kidder, and the undoubted meridian as it stands to-day. He
went en a few miles farther and surveyed a line north and south.
That line there, I think, is about miles—the whole line along
the Texas border on the west, between that and New Mexico.

He was interrupted by Mr. StepHENs of Texas, who said:
To be exact, it Is 310 miles.

The misstatement of the figure is obvious. Mr. PAYxE then
said:

Oh, if the gentleman had less zeal, and had pursued this matter a
little more in the line of openness from the ing of the time he
referred this joint reselntion until now, he would appear better in
correcting a few mistakes ¢! that kind.

Proceeding, speaking of this engineer, he says:

Then he went to the northwest cornmer, and at the northwest corner
he started again on what he sald was the true meridiam, ene hundred
and third west, and that point happened to be 2 miles 5 chains and
57 links west of the true meridian, and it has since been located, with-
out any question at all; and he went along down the e and
ally closed in a little on the true meridian two-thirds of the way
perhaps three-fifths of the way, down the line. Then he got tired
altogether and quit the job. belleve then 1862 had come arcund,
and there might have been reascn for his stopping at that time. He
never completed the survey, and he left an opening there that has
never been surveyed from a “!:oint 2 miles and § chains west of the
true meridian abont two-thirds down the line to a point 3 miles 67

chains and 35 links to a point four-fifths of the way down the line—
in all, about 130 miles—so that that has never been surveyed—

That is, the 130 miles—
and Texas has no more claim to it than has the State of New York.
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEPHENS] sm this survey was
established by the United States by an act of ess later in an
appropriation bill, the snndr% civil appropriation bill. A survey was
made under the act of June 5, 1848, he lmeg was not to make a
boundary line. survey was to find the true dary line—

That is a very important statement to be borne in mind—
which was the one hundred and third meridian, and for no other pur-
pose. This language was slipped into the appropriation bill—

The language is as follows:

And the boundary line between said
Texas and New Mexico established
hereby confirmed.

I wonder if that is the language the Senator from Texas
referred to.

It confirmed the boundary line established June 5, 1858, and the
actrinf 1858 made the bor{ndary line the one hundred and third
meridian,

The act provided that the boundary line should be by refer-
ence to the meridians. The amendment to which I think the
Senator from Texas refers related to that action of Congress.
The action of Congress did not refer to any stakes upon the
ground ; it referred to the description of that boundary line in
ihe act of 1858. I read that paragraph:

It confirmed the boundary line established June 5, 1858, and the act
of 1858 made the boundary line the one hundred and third meridian;
and so it simply confirmed the establishment of the bounda ine an
gajd nothing about Clark’s survey of the boundary line, There is no
question of that kind; it settled no question of that kind.

I think that is a complete answer to the suggestion of the
senior Senator from Texas.

1 got what facts I could out of the report in the Fifty-ninth Congress
and presented them to the House, and bill was beaten.

I am reading now from remarks made by Mr. PAYSE:

The next Congress the gentleman presented his bill and it went teo
ee on the Judiclary. 'Fhe Committee on the Judici
else they reported it adversely; I do
They were all against it. There it lald during the
In this Congress the gentleman comes in in this

and Texas and
une 5, 1858, is

ublic-land stri
r the act of

remember which.
Sixtieth Congress.

fashion. He introduces a joint resolution with this title:
“ Authorizing the President of the United States, in con tion with
the State of s, to reestablish and re-mark the boun lines be-

tween the Indiam Territory and the State of Texas, and for other

urposes.”’

p ?})fore is not a word sald about the boundary line between Texas and
New Mexico, but he adds the wo “and for other pu es."” ¥
The Commitiee on Indian Affairs had nothing to with guestions
between the United States and the Territory of New Mexico.

Such things mumst go to the Judiciary Committee or to the Committee
on Territories, but the Committee on Indian Afairs could not t juris-
diction of that bill with an honest title. Under the gulse of that name
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which he gave to this child he sent it to the Committee on Indian
Affairs, and he Is the ranking minority member of the Committee on
Indian Affairs, and has been there for a good many years. It Is
reported out with this amendment to the title:

* Amend the title so as to read:

“* Joint resolution authorizing the President of the United States, in
conjunction with the State of Texas, the Territory of New Mexico, and
the State of Oklahoma, to rerun and re-mark the boundary lines be-
tween sald States and Territory, and for other purposes.’”

Of course, that meant to re-run and re-mark it along the one
hundred and third meridian, It could not mean anything else.

The Indian Territory comes in under the other purposes now, and
still the Indian Territory had got to be the State of Oklahoma at the
time he introduced this joint resolution, but there was enough of the
shade of the Indian Territory left to get the bill into the Committee
on Indian Affalrs and get a report of I.hg\ Committee on Indlan Affairs.

Mr. MonpELL asked:

Was the Kidder line monumented throughout its full length, so that
there is no question about its location?

Mpr. PAYNE. It was monumented so that there Is no question about
the location of this meridian.

It was simply establishing the meridian and going over Clark’s work
to see whether he had established it in the true place. have a report
here in full showing a diagram and showing the differences. oW,
when he came to re-form this resolution in order to have it reported to
the House, he sald:

“That the monument established (under authority of the act of
Congress approved January 15, 1901) by Arthur D. Kidder, United
Btates examiner of surveys, as the Bpoln of intersection of the true
one hundredth meridian with the Red River shall be accepted and
ratified as correct.”

I doubt the authority of Congress to change the meridians,
the lines on the world. It ean not change the fact as to where a
meridian is by saying it shall be somewhere else.

In answer to the suggestion of a Senator, privately made.
I may say it is not my intention to filibuster on this bill. I
intend that the record shall be such as to indicate to whoever
may hereafter refer to it that the Senate performed its duty in
considering the measure.

Remember now that Clark in establishing this one hundredth merid-
lan established it to the west, away from the true meridian, and took
some land of the Btate of Texas and added it to the Indian Territory,
now the State of Oklahoma, and this ienemua gentleman from Texas,
coming from a State holding all of her public lands in fee simple
when it came Into the Union, coming from a Btate that gave tﬂls
original land in New Mexico at a price of $12,000,000, which was paid
from the Treasury of the United States—

I call the attention of the junior Senator from Texas to this
statement—

which was pald from the Treasury of the United States, this very
generous gentleman, this very {ust nileman, when he comes to have
this commission examine the line tween the Indian Territory and
the State of Texas, m back to the Kidder survey, which locates this
one hundredth meri many chains to the east of the Clark survey,
and locates it there in order that the State of Texas might get back the
land which the Clark survey would take away from it on the east.

Mr. StepHENS of Texas interrupts:

Will the gentleman yield? :

Mr. MoNDELL. On the north line.

Mr. PAYNE. On the east line——

Mr., STEPHENS -of Texas. Is it not a fact that

Mr. PayNe. I have not time now to egiald to the gentleman. If I
have time, I will, when I have conclud answer all the questions of
the gentleman. He further sa{s in the joint resolution :

“Provided, That the part of a line run and marked by a monument
along the thirty-second parallel of north latitude, and that part of the
line run and marked along the one hundred and third degree of longi-
tude west of Greenwich, the same being the east-and-west and north-
and-south lines between Texas and New Mexico, and run by authority
of act of Congress approved June 5, 1858, known as the Clark lines,
and that part of the line along the puralial of 36° and 30’ of north
latitnde, forming the north boundary line of the Panhandle of Texas,
End which said parts of sald lines have been confirmed by acts of

or "

I pause here to call attention to the fact that it was not
claimed, even by the Member introducing the joint resolution
in the interest of this movement, that the whole lines had been
run. There are 120 or 130 miles of line that never were run,
and they did not claim that they had been run when they sought
to get the authority of Congress to assume jurisdiction over
that strip of land.

The joint resolution further says:

That It shall be the duty of the commissioners appointed under this
act to re-mark said old Clark monuments and lines where they can
be found and identified by the original monuments now found on the

round, or where monuments are now missing, but their original posi-
flon can be shown by competent parol evidence, or by the topographical
maps, or fleld notes made by sald Clark; the monuments so found, or
their position so identified, shall determine the true position and
course of the boundary lines as marked by said Clark to the full ex-
tent of the survey made by him; and where no survey was actually
originally made on sald lines it shall be the duty of the sald com-
missioners to run a straight line between the nearest points determined
by the Clark survey, and when eaid nfmht lines have

marked, and a upon by the co

form the true boundary lines.

That is assuming it was run upon the one hundred and third
meridian. It says:

He names the * true meridlan " at the one hundredth degree west of

Greenwich, not the old Clark su.rve{. f? Because that does not
take any land from Texas and give it to Oklahoma as the Clark survey

been so run,
oners they shall thereafter

did. Then when he gets to the one hundred and third degree he wants
to have the lines of the Clark survey so far as they exist now, bucause
that gives 3 miles in width of additional territory to Texas to come out
of New Mexico.

That is to say, when the controversy was between Oklahoma
and Texas, Texas receded. When the controversy reached the
line of New Mexico, Texas insisted. Mr. MoxpeLL said:

The purpose, then, I understand, is to follow the Kidder survey
where the Kidder survey gives more land to Texas and to follow the
Clark survey where the (:lgark survey gives more land to Texas.

Mr. Payxe. Certainly, that is it. And what else do you expect from
a gentleman whose State received $12,000,000 for this land and comes
in now, G0 years afterwards, and tries to get it back by reason of
?;1 l!le]cz?op;;te' unfinished survey, palpably incorrect, and demonstrated

Every word of Information that I have given you has come from the
documents of the United States.

Now, I have seen fit to use that summing up that it may go
in the record in the consideration of this question by the Sen-
ate, that it may not appear that we in this body neither knew
nor cared to know the facts,

I have not the slightest intention to delay the consideration
of this measure. I think it unfortunate that a measure of this
kind should come up at this time. But I am clearly within my
rights when I discuss it under the rules of the Senate. I have
no action to propose in regard to this joint resolution. I think
it is hasty, improvident legislation, and that the conclusion
reached is wrong. I do not believe for a moment that the
Senator from Texas, or either Senator from Texas, would
claim that land for which the State had been paid $12,000,000
by the Government should go back to the State without some
compensation to the Government.

The people who are most interested in this are the people
who came to me some days ago and called my attention to the
fact—and upon that information I have provided myself with
some facts in regard to it—that New Mexico would lose this
very large and very valuable strip of land, probably above the
average of the best land in the State, or what may be the State,
of New Mexico. They say that even though the rights of the
school fund are recognized, it will be the school fund of Texas
and not of New Mexico, They say they are entitled to this
area, and that they have regarded it as a part of New Mexico;
and the wisdom of the Senate a few brief weeks ago would
indicate that they had some reason for so regarding it.

The constitutional convention in New Mexico, describing their
boundaries, conformed to the agreement that was reached be-
tween Texas—then an independent government—and the United
States Government. The boundary line is described as being
“ thence along said one hundred and third meridian to the
thirty-second parallel of north latitude,” and so forth, recog-
nizing this meridian.

It does not come with good grace to claim that the people of
New Mexico have not considered thisa part of that Territory or
that they do not care for it. They have taken it in express
terms within the boundaries of the State they are seeking to
build.

1 sincerely hope that the Senators from Texas will not for a
moment imagine that I have in my heart any grudge or feeling
adverse to Texas, or that I would not have raised this question
had it been the State of Idaho or the State of Pennsylvania, or
any other State. The duty of a Senator in this body is far
above any such motives. But the duty of a Senator in this body
is imperative; that he shall exercise a judgment in conformity
with his conscience in order that justice may be done through
our proceedings.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. CULBERSON. I ask that the report from the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary may be printed in the Recorp.

The report submitted by Mr. CuLBersoN on the 19th instant
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

The Committee on the Judiclary, which has had under consideration
Senate joint resolution 124 (61st Cong., 3d sess.), for reasons hereafter
fully stated report the same fuvoram{ and recommend lts passage.

ﬂe contention of the constitutional convention of New Mexico, which
is referred to in the joint resolution, seems to be that the boundary line
of the Texas Panhandle on the west from latitude 36.30° north to lati-
tude 32° north is located west of the true one hundred and third
merldian of longitude west from Greenwich, and that a strip of terri-
tory between the true one hundred and third meridian and the line as now
established and recognized by the United States and the State of Texas,
about 810 miles In length, and varying in width from a little over to
considerably less than 3 miles, of right belongs to New Mexico.
SUMMARY OF THE LEGISLATION ENACTED BY THE CONGRESS OF THB

UNITED STATES AND THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF TEXAS WITH

REFERENCE TO THIS BOUNDARY AND OFFICIAL ACTS OF THE EXECUTIVE

DEPARTMENTS OF BOTH GOVEEXNMENTS WITH REGARD THERETO.

The United States, by act of the Congress approved Beptember 9,
1850 %D Btat. L., p. 446), proposed to the State of Texas that in con-
sideration of the payment of $10,000,000 to her the State would cede
certain territory to the United States, and agree that her boundary on
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the north should commence at the intersection of the one hundredth
meridian of longitude west from Greenwich and the parallel of 86.80
north latitude; run thence due west to the one hundred and third
meridian of longitude west from Greenwlich; thence due south along
gald meridian to the thirty-second degree of north latitude, ete.; the
line from the intersection of the onme hundred and third meridlan and
86.30° north latitnde south to 82° north latitude to constitute the
boundary line between the Texas Panhandle and New Mexico. -

By an act of her legislature approved November 25, 1850 (Gammel's
Lraws of Texas, vol. 8, p. 833), t proposal was accepted by the State
of Texas.

The legislature of the State of Texas, by an act approved February
11, 1854 (Gammel's Laws of Texas, vol. 8, p. 15625), provided for the
appointment of a commissioner by the governor to act in conjunction
with a commissioner to be appointed by the United States in running
and marking the line here under discussion between the State of Texas
and the Territory of New Mexico, in accordance with the compact of

1850,
An act of the Congress approved Jume 5, 1858 (11 Stat. L., 310),
rovided for the ap tment of a commissioner by the President of the
Bnited States to act in conjunction with the Texas commissioner in run-
ning and marking, among others ne.

Pursuant to these acts by the ieginlntures of thelr respective govern-
ments, in 1858 John H. Clark was appointed commissioner on behalf of
the United States, and Willlam R. Scurry commissioner on behalf of the
State of Texas, After some correspondence between the Secretary of
the Interior and the gtewemor of Texas it was decided to begin running
and marking the line between Texas and New Mexico at the Rio Grande;
thence eastward along the thirty-second parallel to the one hundred and
third meridian; and thence north along that meridian as far as prac-
ticable. (Ex. Doc. No. 70, 47th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 208, 207.)

The survegﬁwas begun on the ground b; e joini commissioners
January 3, 1859, and the Intersection of the Rio Grande and the thirty-
second parallel having been determined, the line was run eastward and
marked along that parallel to the one hundred and third meridian, or
what was determined to be the one hundred and third meridian, by
transfer from Frontera, Mexico, in accordance with instructions to Com-
missloner Clark by the éecretnry of the Interior. (Ex. Doe. No. 70, p. 264
On the 23d of May, 1859, the running and marking of the one hundr
and third meridian north was begun and continued by John H. Clark
alone, the Texas commissioner having abandoned the work. Clark ran
and marked the line north 70 miles, or a little beyond the thirty-third
degree of latitude (ib., p. 298). Finding it impracticable, because of
searcity of water, to proceed farther, he then returned west to the Pecos
River, and proceeded up that river and across to the intersection of the
one hundred and third meridian and 36.30° north latitnde. He located
that intersection, which constituted the northwest corner of Texas, b
observations to obtain the latitude, and by taking up the one hundr
and third meridian, as then established, at the Kansas boundary and
transferring it to latitude 26.30°, in accordance with his Instructions
from the Becretary of the Interior (ib., p, 265). HavlnF been joined at
this intersection by another Texas commission, the prolongation of the
one hundred and third meridian south was be, on August 23, 1859
(ib., p. 209), and continued to a point south of the thirty-fourth degree
of north latitnde (ib., p. 278), where, because of the lateness of the sea-
gon and the occurrence of a succession of sand hills, the work was
halted late in October, and never resumed along this meridian by him or
any other commissioner representing the United States.

Eommisaloner Clark, In his report of October 27, 1859, to the Secre-
tary of the Interior, states that he ran the line on the one hundred and
third meridian north (from its intersection with the thirty-second
parallel) 70 miles (ib., 't) 279) ; and that he ran and marked the line
on the one hundred and third meridian south from its intersection with
latitude 36.80°, 184 miles (ib., p. 280), erecting altogether on both lines
2¢ monuments, chiefly of earth and stone. Ib., pp. 302, 303.

The Commissioner of the General Land Office of the United States
in a letter to the Secretary of the Interior, of date January 11, 18582,
gtates that the office work connected with his SUrveys was never com-
pleted by Commissioner Clark, but that all of the field work was
executed ﬂg:gt a part of the west boundary which was not run, viz,
from 33 no latitude to 33.45 north latitude (ib., p. 1), which sub-
gtantially agrees with Clark's report of October 24, 1859, that—

“After the establishment and marking of the corner the one hun-
dred and third meridian was taken up and surveyed across the Canadian
and to a point on the Llano Estacado south of the thirty-fourth par-
51131, %l dis’mn(cﬁ; with the survey from the Kansas boundary, of about
240 miles.’ =

. 278.
And his letter oP July %B, 1860, that he E\ur;;uses “ running out and
o

marking the arc that remains (about 50’ this meridian on my
return,” referring, of course, to the hiatus between the -third and
thirty-fourth parallels which had not been actually run on the ground.

Th.. p. 280.) S

This left a hlatus of about 56 miles between the termini of Clark's
north and south lines along the one hundred and third meridian, cov-
ering the greater portion of the western boundaries of the present coun-
ties of Yoakum and Cochran, in the State of Texas, and a portion of
the ezstern boundary of the county of Chaves, in New Mexico.

By the act of March 3, 1891, the Congress of the United States con-

* firmed and adopted the lines run and marked by Commissioner Clark
in the following langunage :

“That the boundary line between said public-land strip and Texas
and between Texas and New Mexico established under the act of June
5, 1858, is hereby confirmed.” (26 Stat. L., p. 971.)

This act of the Congress was in terms accepted by a joint resolution
of the leﬂslnture of the State of Texas passed on March 25, 1891, duly
establishl and accepting the lines laid down by Clark as the true
boundary line between Texas and New Mexico. (Gammel's Laws of
Texas, vol. 10, p. 1£6.)

CONNECTION OF THE TERMINI OF CLARK’S LINES.

In 1802 W. D. Twitchell, a special deputy surveyor of the Howard
land district in the State of Texas, and Mark Howell, county surveyor
of Chaves County, N. Mex., as dizsclosed by a report bearing date Augnst
24, 1892, which is printed in full in House Report No. 1788 (59th
Cong., 1st sess., pp. 9-13), retraced Clark’s line from the southeast
corner of New Mexico to its termination, T0 miles north, which they
determined to be latitude 33° 58", and thence ran and marked a line
connecting that point with the termination of Clark’'s 184-mile line
down the one hundred and third meridian from the northwest corner of
Texas, the hiatus or gap thus connected by Twitchell and Howell being
B8 miles 298 varas long. Twitchell was an official surve{or, actin;
under due appointment and direction of the commissioner of the genera
land office of the State of Texas, and Howell was the county surveyor
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of Chaves County, N. Mex., In the absence of other information acting
pres‘nmab!y under that gection of the laws of the Territorial Assembly
of ‘l\ew Mexico of 1891 (cha% 83, Laws 1891), providing:

‘ Where a boundary line between two counties is to be established,
the county surveyors or their deputies of the two counties affected by
such boundaries shall together make the survey and establish the line
and erect monuments, ete.”

In a letter dated November 30, 1910, the acting commissioner of the
general land office of the State of Texas, among other things, says, in
f&gnrli to this Twitchell-Howell line connecting the termini of Clark's

28 :

“The report and the E‘lat filed by Mr. Twitchell was approved by
Land Commissioner W. L. McGaughey, and the line surveyed bf him
platted upon the maps of Cochran and Yoakum Counties, and it has
uniformly been shown by those maps since the report was filed. * * *
All sections or surveys of land except three touching the line (the
Twitchell-Howell line) which connects the termini of Clark’s lines be-
long to the permanent free-school fund and have been sold. * * *
The State, actlng through its general land office, has proceeded to treat
the line run by Mr, Twitchell as the correct houndar{. ® & ¢ Thare
are 47 sections or surveys of school land and 3 sections of private land
whose western lines coincide with that portion of the State boundary
run by Mr. Twitchell."

The report by Twitchell and Howell of their survey indicates that
in eonnecting the termini of Clark’s lines they followed the correct sur-
veyor's rule and the rule of law, and the rule confirmed and adopted
by the Bupreme Court of the United States in Land Company v. Baun-
ders (103 U. 8., 323):

*“That where two points of a survey can be definitely located and the
ensning call for direction from elther will not connect them the proper
method is to connect them by the line of shortest distance between

am

IDENTIFICATION AND RETRACEMENT OF CLARK'S LINES.

Commissloner Clark erected 26 monuments, chiefly of earth and
stone, upon the lines he ran along the one hundred and third meridian
(Ex. Doc. 70 ante, pp. 302, 303).

Bulletin No. 194, series Geological Survey (U. B.b gives the fol-
lowing information in regar& to the retracing of Clark's line running
southerly from the northwest corner of Texas and the identification of
his monuments : )

“In 1882-1885 W. 8. Mabry, district sum%or of Dallam, Hartley, and
Oldham Counties, located certainly the northwest corner of Texas, as

fixed by Clark in 1859, the same constituting the northwest corner of
the X I T pasture fence. Mabry ran the western boundary line of
Texas thence southward along Clark's oldaglinfo [R‘ 29), identifying

Clark’s monuments 15, 16, 17, and 20 (pp. 89, .

Clark's monuments 15 and 16 on his old line, as identified by Mabry,
were also identified by United States Surveyors Taylor and Fuss on
March 5 and 6, 1883 (pp. 29, 3(8_

In 1900 I.evi 8. Preston, a United States deputy surveyor, entered
into a contract with the General Land Office of the United States to
redetermine and retrace Clark’s line along the northern part of the
one hundred and third meridian and conn his surveys in New Mexico
therewith. In the report of his survey Preston states that he spared
neither time nor expense in seeking to properly relocate this line.
rlding more than 20{ miles on horseback to Interview old-timers who
hnd assisted in building the X I T pasture fence, which coincided with
Clark’s line as retraced by Mabry; and that he also had a conference
with Mabry, and received from the latter a copy of his retracement
made In 1882-1885 of Clark's line” Thereafter, on July 11, 1900,
Preston positively identified Clark’s monuments 15 and 17, which Mabry
had previously identified and used in his retracement of the llne (p.
39). Preston also found Clark's monument 16, and satisfied himself
that the stone placed by Mabry on the State line was in the position
of Clark's old monument 20 (p. 40). Preston further states that he
excavated around the northwest corner of the X I T fence, which Mabry
found marked with a large mound of earth and a cedar post suitably
inscribed, and accordingly adopted as the northwest cormer of Texas
as located by Clark. Preston also was satisfied from his investigations
that this corner was the true northwest corner of Texas as loecated
by Clark, saying:

“This point being almost in true allgnment with the old Clark monu-
ments found 37 miles and 756 miles south, aE‘ree!ng very closely with
AMr. AMabry's tie of 1882, and within 150 links of the proper position
east of the Johnson monument, as determined in 1858 and 1859, there-
fore I set a sandstone 60 by 12 by 10 inches, 36 inches in 1::'l:ua ‘ground,
for the northwest corner of the State of Texas, marked ____:l_em.&lcor-
on east; ‘N. M. on west; ‘1859' on south; and *1900' on north
faces (p. 41).”

FPreston’s retracement of Clark’s line extended from the Canadian
River to the northwest corner, a distance of 76 miles (p. 87).

The monument erected by Clark at the southeast corner of New
Mexico, the beginning of his projection of the one hundred and third
meridian northward, in 18359, has been positively identified, both as
to that monument itself and also by bearings obtained from his last
or thirty-first monument on the Irty-second parallel. (H. Rept.
1788, 59th Cong., 1st sess.) This corner monument was adopted as
the starting point of their survey northward along the old Clark line
by Twitchell and Howell in 1892. From this Btartinfg olnt they re-
traced Clark’s line 70 miles north, identifying several of his monuments,
and thereafter connected the northern end of his T0-mile line with the
southern terminus of his 184-mile line, as heretofore described. (Sece
report, ante.)

EXERCISE OF SOVEREIGNTY BY THE STATE OF TEXAS OVER THE TERRITORY

EAST OF THE LINES, AND ACQUIESCENCE BY THE UNITED STATES THERETO.

Surveyors of the State of Texas have run and marked this western
boundary alung various portions of Clark’s lines.

Bty an act of the legislature of the State, approved February 20, 1879,
all the vacant and unappropriated public domain among others, in the
conunties of Dallam, Hartley, O. m, Deaf 8mith, Parmer, Bailey, and
Cochran, the western boundaries of which, in their order as named,
extend for 210 miles from the northwest corner of the State south
along its western boundary, was appropriated and set apart for the
{}urpose of erecting a new State capitol. Under this act patents were
ssned by the State to all of the land running from the northwest cor-
ner of xas for 150 miles down this western boundary line—the Clark
line—which had unq’uestlonahl been run and marked upon the ground
in 1859 for that distance. ‘ences were erected along this 150-mile
strip, and more than two-thirds of the land nd{aceﬂt thereto has been
gold by the syndlcate first acquiring it, and it is now owned by many
diverse owners.
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As gald by the land commissioner of the State of Texas in a letter
to the governor of the State on December 17, 1002:

“A great number of titles have been patented to people along sald
lines, who in many instances have erected valnable and permanent
improvements thereon.”

he town of Farwell, the county seat of Parmer County, Tex.,, a
place of several hundred inhabitants, with numerous valuable buildings
and other improvements, is located wholly uPon the territory which
the constitutional conventlon of New Mexico claims.

Necessarily, the State of Texas has assessed and collected taxes upon
all of the lands it has sold and all that privately owned along these
lines, The citizens resident along it have exercised the right of suffrage
in Texas. Their children have been included in the school census of
the State and the funds of the State appropriated and id ount for

edocation. In short, the State has exercised complete political
:?d police jurisdiction over them and over their property for a series
ears.

or have any of these acts been in anywise controverted or ques-
ﬁonm any e{m.:'!:a:m-nt. of the United States. On the other hand, as
disel by a letter from the Commissioner of the General Land Office
of the United States under date of January 31, 1906 (House :'ep-&:ll't‘II
ante, p. ), that office, properly regardful of the rights of the State o
Texas, after stating that certain surveys of public land recently made
in New Mexleo had been terminated at points * indisputably west of
the so-called syndicate fence, which, it has been determined, is approxi-
mately in the location of the Clark line,” states that it * has so
framed instructions as to avoid any steps being taken which would
tend toward encour encroachment by public-land claimants upon
lands east of the syndicate fence.” This syndicate fence was built upon
Mabry's retracement in 1882-1885 of Clark's line of 1859, and Mabry's
retracement was verified, for 76 miles at least, by United States Sur-
veyor Preston in 1800,

Henry Gannett,
vey, in a bulletin publi
treats this boundary as settled, sa at pagﬁ 118:

“The boundary lines between Texas and New Mexico were run and
marked in 1859-680 under the Department of the Interior.”

While no right has ever existed in the Territorial government of
New Mexico to authoritatively raise any contention whatever in regard
to this boundary, it may be noted that an examination of the acts of
the Territorial assembly from 1897 to 1909, inclusive, falls to disclose
the passage or adoption of any statute, resolution, or memorial in any
way queatiunlgi; the boundary or seeking to set up any adverse claim
to the owners! g exercised by the Btate of Texas.

It is reasonably clear that Clark did not establish the true astro-
nomical one hundred and third meridian, yet it is no longer an open
question that ancient errors in the running and marking of a bound-
ary line, which have been accepted and a upon and acquiesced in
by both parties, can not be corrected.

The Supreme Court of the Unlted States in
(148 U. 8., b25) settled that gestlon when it sai

“ Nor is It any objection that there may have been errors in the
demarcation of the line which the States themselves by their compact
sanctioned. After such compacts have been adhe to for years,
neither party can be absolved m them upon showing errors, mistakes,
or misapprehension of their terms, or in the line established, and this is
a comp ete and perfect answer to the complainant’s position In this
case,

In the more recent case of Louisiana o, Mississippi (202 U. B.) the
Sugreme Court say, at e D4:

Moreover, it appears from the record that the various departments
of the United States Government have recognized Louislana's owner-
ship of the disputed area, that Louisiana has always asserted it, and
that Mlssﬁ!ri)p has repeatedly recognized it, and not until recently
has dispu t. o

“ The question is one of boun , and this court has times
held that, as between the States of the Unlon, lonﬁg:equleseence in the
assertlon of a particular boundary, and the exerc of dominion and
s?velwlgnty over the territory within it, should be accepted as con-
clusive "—

the'geggrapher of the United States Geological Sur-
shed by the Department of the Interior in 1904,

dVlrglnm v. Tennessee

Citing V v¢. Tennessee, supra, and other authorities.

It should noted that the court in this last case cites the bulletin
of the Geological Survey compiled by Henry Gannett in 1904, hereto-
fore quoted m in this report.

In the very recent case of Maryland v. West Virginia (217 U. 8, 1),
decided February 21, 1910, the Supreme Court of the United States

specifically held that even if a meridian boundary line is not astro-
nomieally correct it should not be overthrown after it has been recog-
nized for many yecars and become the basis for public and private
rights of property gg 44).

When it is recalled that the northwest corner of Texas, as located by
Clark in 1859, has been definitely identified by both United States and
Texas surveyors ; that three of the monuments erected by Clark upon the
line he ran and marked from that corner south have likewise been
identified by surveyors of both Governments and the position of a fourth
definitely determined; that the monument erected by him at the other
end of the line fixing the southeast corner of New Mexico was still upon
the ground in 18982, is now definitely marked and was used as a sta n%
gc-in in 1882 by Surveyor Twlitchell, acting officlally for the State of

exas, and Surveyor Howell, the county surveyor of Chaves County,
N. Mex., and that they identified several of Clark's monuments along the
line he ran thence northward, the following language of the Supreme
Court In the case last cited seems pecullarly pertinent:

“ It may be true that an attempt to relocate the Deakins line will
show that It Is somewhat irregular and not a uniform astronomical
north-and-south line, but both surveyors amg:lnted by the Btates repre-
gented in this controversy were able to locate a number of points alon
the line, and the north limit thereof is a mound and was locat
by the commissioners who fixed the boundary between West Virginia and
Pennsylvania by a monument which was erected at that point; and we
think, from the evidence in this record, that it can be located, with
little dificulty by competent commissioners.”

It is unnecessary to discuss the proposition that the enabling act td
admit New Mexico Into the Unlon as a State in nowise changes the
gresent status of this boundary line, nor would its actual admission as a

tate. Directly in point, however, are these excerpts from the opinion
of the Supreme Court in the case of Missouri v. Towa (7 How., 6 U) -

“The present controversy originated in 1837 between the United
Btates and the State of Missourf, and was carried on for 10 years before
Jowa was admitted as a State. Previous to the controversy, and after
Missouri came into the Unlon in 1821, many acts had been done by both
parties most materially affecting the controversy, and tending to com-
promit the claims now set up, the one side as well as the other. The
new State of Iowa came into the Unlon December 27, 1847, and up to

this date she was bound by the acts of her predecessor, the United
States, forasmuch as the latfer might have directl conceded to Missourl
a new boundary on the north, as was done on the west; and so. like-
wise, Towa Is bound by the acts and admissions of the United States
tending indirectly to confirm and establish a particular line as the north-
ern boundary of Missourl.”

ey,

“ From these fa t is too manifest for argument to make It more
that the United States was committed to this line when Iowa came m’t?'o
the Union; and as already stated, Towa must abide by the condition of
her predecessor and can not now be heard to disavow the old Indiam
ine as her true southern boundary.”

Summarizing them, the facts appear to be:

(1) That the one hundred and third meridian from latitude 36.30
north, south to latitude 32 north, was adopted as the western
boundary line of the Texas Panhandle by compact between the Gov-
ernments of the United States and the State of Texas in 1850.

(2) That 70 miles were run and marked northward along the one
hundred and third meridian from the southeast corner of New Mexico,
?11_1911 Itsﬁie n;!al::h were run nnélt r;arkedbsot}thh:u& ncli:n eald mi;ridia:u

west corner 'exas o ark, commissio:
for the United States, in the year }.!359'?r e

(2) That a portion of Clark’s old line south from the northwest
corner of Texas along the one hundred and third meridian was
retraced by W. 8. Mabry, an officlal surveyor of the State of Texas,
in the years 1882-1885, and four of Clark’s monuments, inciuding
the one marking the northwest corner, identified y, and the
position of one other (No. 20) accurately. That Clark’s monumen
15 and 16 so identified by Mabry were [ikewise identified by Uni
S Tt o o FO R 1S58, 1ag s gt of

a ongress | an ature
the State of .Tem by appropriate legislative enactments in 1891
gdopted Clark's lines, as run and marked on the ground, as the true

oundary.

(5) That the Clark line for the 70 miles north from the southeast
corner of New Mexlco has been retraced and his monuments identified
In a joint survey by surveyors of Texas and New Mexico, who also
ran and marked a conn the termini of Clark's north and
south lines in 1892, and that t latter line bridging the gap has
been officlally recognized and acted upon by the State of Texas and
acquiesced in by the United States.

8) That Btate Surveyor Mabrﬁ'u line from the northwest corner
south for 76 miles was retraced by United Btates 8 r Preston,
and the Clark monuments [dentified by Mabry likewise tifled b,
Preston, and the northwest corner fix bg Mal found to be correc{
by Preston and adopted and properly marked by the latter in 1900.

(7) That the State of Texas sold nearly all of the land whose
western boundaries colneide with Cilark's lines; and also all of the
land, except three sections privately owned, whose western boun
coincides with the line run bm’.l‘wltchen and Howell in 1882 con-

es.
for many years exercised complete politi-

necting the termini of Clark's

8) That the State has
cal and 'gollce jurisdiction over the territory east of the Clark lines
and the Twitchell-Howell line.

(0) That the United SBiates have acquiesced in such acts of owner-
ship and jurisdiction by the State, officially recognized the Clark
lines when called into question by attempted locators on land alleged
to be in New Mexico.

From which it seems clear—

(1) That irrespective of the correct astronomieal location of the one
hundred and third meridian between latitude 36.30 and latitude 32,
the Clark lines, as run and marked on the ground, both by formal legis-
latlve adoption in 1891 by both governments and by long exercise of
sovereignty by the State and acquiescence by the United States, con-
stitute the true boundary and can not be changed.

(2) That the Twitchell-Howell line, run and marked on the ground
in 1892, connecting the termini of the Clark lines, follows the rnle of
law agllcabta to such cases, and its adoption by the State of Texas
and the acquiescence therein by the United States, and the interven
of numerous private dproperty rights with reference thereto, consti-
tutes it the true boundary.

(8) That the enabling act to admit New Mexico into the Union as a
State in no wise changes the status of this boundary, and as the United
States have formally adopted and confirmed 254 miles of it and are
estopped long acquiescence from wttlng up any adverse claim as to
the other 56 miles run and marked in 1892, New MAlexico, as a State,
will be concluded by the acts of her predecessor in sovereignty.

: EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr., CULLOM. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business,

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After 4 minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 2 o'clock
p. m.) the Senate adjourned, the adjournment being, under the
concurrent resolution of the two Houses, until Thursday, Janu-
ary 5, 1911, at 12 o’clock meridian, J i

NOMINATIONS.
Ezreculive nominations received by the Senate December 21, 1910,
RECEIVER OF PUBLIC MONEYS.

Benjamin C. Barbor, of Idaho, to be receiver of publi¢ moneys
at Lewiston, Idaho, his term expiring December 19, 1910. (Re-
appointment.)

PROMOTION IN THE ABMY,
COAST ARTILLERY CORPS.

Second Lieut. Walter P. Doatwright, Coast Artillery Corps,
to be first lientenant from December 2, 1910, vice First Lieut,
James E. Wilson, promoted.

POSTMASTERS,
ALABAMA.

Thomas B. McNaron to be postmaster at Albertville, Ala,, in
place of William W, McNaron., Incumbent's commission expired
February 5, 1910,
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ARIZONA.

Jacob N, Cohenour to be postmaster at Kingman, Ariz., in

place of Oregon D, M. Gaddis, resigned.
CALIFORNIA,

Alonzo Bradford to be postmaster at Hayward (late Hay-
w&lirda}, Cal,, in place of Alonzo Bradford, to change name of
office,

IDAHO. ~

I. B. Evans to be postmaster at Preston, Idaho, in place of
Gruece H. Woolley. Incumbent's commission expired June 11,
1910.

Uther Jones to be postmaster at Malad City, Idaho, in place
of Mary P, Jones, resigned.

ILLINOIS,

Francis M. Brock to be postmaster at Fairfield, Ill in place
of R. E. Mabry, resigned.

John T, Clyne to be postmaster at Joliet, IlL, in place of John
T. Clyne, Incumbent’s commission expires February 20, 1911,

Edith Cole to be postmaster at Marshall, Ill, in place of Ed-
ward Cole, resigned.

Edmund E. Dow to be postmaster at Neoga, Ill., in place of
Milton A. Ewing. Incumbent's commission expired May 7, 1910,

James MeClintock to be postmaster at Hinsdale, Ill., in place
of James McClintock, Incumbent's commission expires Febru-
ary 28, 1911.

JOWA.

Albert H. Brooks to be postmaster at Hawkeye, Iowa, in place
of Albert H. Brooks., Incumbent's commisslon expired May 25,
1010.

Charles B. Dean to be pmtmaster at Wall Lake, Iowa, in
place of Charles B. Dean. Incumbent’s commission expired
April 23, 1910.

Wilbert 8. Freeman to be postmaster at Le Mars, Iowa, in
place of Wilbert 8. Freeman. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 31, 1910,

William Gray to be postmaster at Clear Lake, Iowa, in place
of William Gray. Incumbent's commission expired June 18,
1910.

Hans Keiser to be postmaster at Elgin, Towa, in place of
Hans Keiser. Incumbent's commission expired May 16, 1910.

Arthur C. Norris to be postmaster at Grinnell, Iowa, in place
;):i William G. Ray. Incumbent's commission expired December

1910.

P. O. Refsell to be postmaster at Emmetsburg, Iowa, in place
of Lewis H. Mayne. Incumbent’s commission expired February
5, 1910,

Sears T. Richards to be postmaster at Edgewood, Iowa.
Office became presidential January 1, 1910.

Frank E. Tripp to be postmaster at Preston, Jowa, in place
of John W. Campbell. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb-
ruary 27, 1910.

Francis Trunkey to be postmaster at Elma, Iowa, in place of
Francis Trunkey. Incumbent's commission expired January
10, 1910. :

KANSAS.

J. T. Coles to be postmaster at Erie, Kans., in place of James
A. Eaton. Incumbent’s commission expired December 20, 1910.
Ewing Herbert to be postmaster at Hiawatha, Kans,, in place
of Ewing Herbert. Incumbent’s commission expired April 19,
1010.
MASSACHUSETTS.

Charles D. Brown to be postmaster at Gloucester, Mass., in
place of Charles D. Brown. Incumbent’'s commission expires
January 10, 1911,

MICHIGAN.

Frank D. Ball to be postmaster at Crystal Falls, Mich., in
place of Frank D. Ball. Incumbent’'s commission expires Jan-
uary 10, 1911

Lawson E. Becker to be postmaster at Fenton, Mich., in place
of Lawson E. Becker. Incumbent’'s commission expires January
10, 1911.

Timothy Smith to be postmaster at Howell, Mich., in place of
Timothy Smith. Incumbent's commission expired December
19, 1910.

MINNESOTA.

Johrn. Chermak to be postmaster at Chatfield, Minn., in place
of John Chermak. Incumbent's commission expires January
10, 1911,

MISSOURI.

William R. Sweeney to be postmaster at Salisbury, Mo., in
place of William R. Sweeney. Incumbent’s commission expired
February 5, 1910, :

NEBRASEA.

Samuel H. Weston to be postmaster at Dorchester, Nebr.,
place of Samuel H. Weston. Incumbent's commission expired
December 11, 1910.

NEW JERSLEY.

Augustus K. Gale to be postmaster at Westfield, N. J., in place
of Luther M. Whitaker. Incumbent’'s commission expired May
23, 1910.

NEW YORK.

Floyd S. Brooks to be postmaster at Ilion, N. Y., in place of
Floyd S. Brooks. Incumbent’s commission expired December
11, 1910.

'Paul R. Clark to be postmaster at Auburn, N. Y., in place of
Paul R. Clark. Incumbent's commission expires January 12,
1911,

Thomas J. Wintermute to be postmaster at Horseheads, N. Y.,
in place of Selah H. Van Duzer. Incumbent's commission ex-
pired December 18, 1910,

0HIO,

Frank B. Gee to be postmaster at Grafton, Ohio.
came presidential April 1, 1910.

Charles J. Thompson to be postmaster at Deflance, Ohio, in
place of Charles J. Thompson. Incumbent's commission expired
December 10, 1910.

Office be-

OREGON,

Oliver P. Shoemaker to be postmaster at Newport, Oreg., in
place of Frank H. Lane, resigned.

PENNSYLVANIA. :

John H. Barrett to be postmaster at Scranton, Pa., in place
of Ezra H. Ripple, deceased.

Joseph M. Brothers to be postmaster at Knox, Pa., in place
of Joseph M. Brothers. Incumbent's commission expires Janu-
ary 22, 1911.

William G. Cochran to be  postmaster at Woodlawn, Pa.
Office became presidential October 1, 1910.

Josiah R. Dodds to be postmaster at Franklin, Pa., in place
of David W. Morgan, Incumbent’s commission expired May 9,
1910.

Christmas E. Fitch to be postmaster at Wampum, Pa., in
place of Christmas H. Fitch. Incumbent's commission expired
January 23, 1909,

Philip L. Freund to be postmaster at Arnold, Pa., in place of
John C. Crissman, deceased.

Frank N. Donahue to be postmaster at Carrolltown, Pa.,
place of Frank N. Donahue,
February 8, 1910.

0. 8. Gahagan to be postmaster at Mount Jewett, Pa., in
place of Robert M, Swisher, resigned.

James L. Greer fo be postmaster at Stoneboro, Pa. Office be-
came presidential October 1, 1910,

Joseph T. Hemphill to be postmaster at Washington, Pa., in
place of David A. Templeton, deceased.

Edgar C. Hummel to be postmaster at Hummelstown, Pa., in
place of Ross W. Nissley, resigned.

Hiram H. McDonough to be postmaster at Cheswick, Pa.
Office became presidential October 1, 1910,

Winfred W. Marsh to be postmaster at Westfield, Pa.,
of Edwin 8. Holcomb.
ary 27, 1909,

H. C. Snyder to be postmaster at Newville, Pa.,
James T. Dunfee.
1910.

Lynn G. Thomas to be postmaster at Canton, Pa.,
Lynn G. Thomas.
1910.

Robert B. Thompson to be postmaster at Williamstown, Pa.,
in place of James Blanning, Incumbent’s commission expired
March 19, 1906. E

in
Incumbent's commission expired

in place
Incumbent's commission expired Febru-

in place of
Incumbent’'s commission expired January 16,

in place of
Incumbent's commission expired June 29,

RHODE ISLAND,

Arthur W. Stedman to be postmaster at Wakefield, R. I., in
place of Arthur W. Stedman. Incumbent's commission expired
December 18, 1910,

TENNESSEE.

George M. Book to be postmaster at Tullahoma, Tenn., in

place of Charles 8. Wortham, deceased.
VIRGINIA.

W. T. Robertson to be postmaster at Amelia Court House, Va.

Office became presidential October 1, 1910.
WASHINGTON.

David M. Bender to be postmaster at Lynden, Wash., in place
of Robert O'Neil, resigned.
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WISCONSIN.

Henry E. Blair to be postmaster at Waukesha, Wis,, i place
of Henry H. Blair. Incumbent’s commission expires February
7, 1911,

Joseph D. Cotton to be postmaster at Clintonville, Wis., in
place of Joel L. Stewart. Incumbent’s commission expired
March 21, 1910. '

Paul L. Halline to be postmaster at De Pere, Wis., in place of
John C. Outhwaite. Incumbent’s commission expired April 6,
1910,

Henry G. Kress to be postmaster at Manitowoe, Wis,, in place
of Henry G. Kress. Incumbent's commission expired May 10,
1910.

Max H. Ninman to be posimaster at Sauk City, Wis, Office
became presidential Oectober 1, 1910.

James A. Pritchard to be postmaster at Racine, Wis., in place
of Christopher C, Gittings. Incumbent's commission expired
March 2, 1910.

L. L. Thayer to be postmaster at Bloomer, Wis., in place of
L. L. Thayer. Incumbent's commission expired January 23,
1910.

Robert V. Walker to be postmaster at Odanah, Wis,, in place
of William G. Walker. Incumbent’'s commission expired Decem-
ber 19, 1909.

CONFIRMATIONS,.
Baecutive nominations confirmed by the Benate December 21,
1

INTERSTATE CoMMERCE COMMISSIONERS.
C. C. McChord to be Interstate Commerce Commissioner,
Balthasar Henry Meyer to be Interstate Commerce Commis-

sioner.
RecisTER oF LaAND OFFICE.

Peter O. Hedlund to be register of the land office at Hugo,

Colo.
POSTMASTERS,

ILLINOIS.
John T. Clyne, Joliet.
Francis M. Brock, Fairfield.

WITHDRAWAL, s

Executive momination withdrawn December 21, 1910,
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY,

James N. Sharp to be United States attorney, eastern district
of Kentucky.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
WebNespay, December 21, 1910.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon,

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D, D., delivered the
following prayer: S .

Our Father in heaven, we lift up our hearts in gratitude to
Thee for the Yuletide season which mellows the hearts of men,
gtrengthens the home ties, and makes the whole world akin.
For we are reminded that out of the deeps of Thine own loving
heart came nineteen hundred years ago Thine own best gift to
the world, heralded by the angelic choir, “ Glory to God in the
highest, and on earth peace, good will toward men.” Write,
O we beseech Thee, in letters of gold, this truth upon our hearts,
Fatherhood, brotherhood, that war shall come no more, and
peace reign supreme now and always on all the face of the earth.

Be with us as we separate to celebrate the lesson of love to
Thee and our fellowmen and bring us together at the appointed
time without the loss of any, better prepared to do the work
Thou hast given us to do, in the spirit of the Prince of Peace,
Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

F'NROLLED BILL SIGNED.

Mr. WILSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Enrolled
Bills, reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled
bill of the following title, when the Speaker signed the same:

H. R. 21331, An act for the purchase of land widenlng Park
Road, in the District of Columbia. ,

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT.

A message, in writing, from the President of the United States
was communicated to the House of Representatives by Mr.
Latta, one of his secretaries, who also informed the House of

Representatives that the President had, on December 19, 1910,
approved and signed bill of the following title:

H, R. 27400. An act to repeal an act authorizing the issuance
of a patent to James F. Rowell.

SENATE BILL REFFRRED.

Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following title
was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its appro-
priate committee, as indicated below : :

8.7971. An act for the allowance of certain claims reported
by the Court of Claims, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr, Crockett, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed bill of the following title,
in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives was
requested:

8.7971. An act for the allowance of certain claims reported
by the Court of Claims, and for other purposes.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT.

A message, in writing, from the President of the United States
was communicated to the House of Representatives by Mr.
Latta, one of his secretaries.

PORTO RICO.

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message
from the President of the United States (H. Doc. No. 1223),
which was read and, with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Insular Affairs, and ordered to be printed:
To the Senate and House of Representatives:

As required by section 32 of the act of Congress approved
April 12, 1900, entitled “An act temporarily to provide revenues
and a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other purposes,” .
I transmit herewith certified copies of franchises granted by
the Executive Council of Porto Rico, which are deseribed in the
accompanying letter from the Secretary of War transmitting
them to me. Such of these as relate to railroad, street railway,
telegraph and telephone franchises, privileges, or concessions
have been approved by me, as required by the joint resolution of
May 1, 1900 (31 Stat. L., p. 715).

Wu. H. Tarr,

Tae WaIiTE HousE, December 21, 1910,

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following
message from the President of the United States (H Doe. No.
1069), which was read and, with the accompanying document,
was referred to the Committee on Insular Affairs and ordered
to be printed:

To the Senate and House of Representatives:

As required by section 19 of the act of Congress approved
April 12, 1900, entitled “An act temporarily to provide revenues
and a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other purposes,”
I transmit herewith a copy of the journal of the Executive
Council of Porto Rico for the session beginning August 50 and
ending September 3, 1910.

War. H. TAFT.

Tre WaHITE HoUuse, December 21, 1910.

CODIFICATION OF LAWS RELATING TO THE JUDICIARY.

The SPEAKER. This being calendar Wednesday, the Clerk
will report the unfinished business.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 23377) to codify, revise, and amend the laws relating
to the judiciary.

The Clerk proceeded with the reading of the bill, and read as
follows:

SEc. 40. The trial of offenses punishable with death shall be had in
the county where the offense was committed, where that can be done
without great inconvenlence,

Mr. MANN. I move to strike out the last word,
understand, is not a change of the existing law.

Mr. MOON of Pennsylvania. No.

Mr. MANN. But does the existing law require that offenses
punishable with death, under Federal jurisdiction, shall be tried
in the county where the offense was committed?

Mr. MOON of Pennsylvania. Yes; that is the old law that
has stood on the statute books since 1789.

Mr. MANN. It certainly ought to be changed. I suppose the
commitfee did not feel warranted in changing existing law.

Mr. MOON of Pennsylvania. I want to say that this section
is of no value. Practically it is obsolete to provide that the
trial shall be had in the county where the offense was com-
mitted, when that can be done without great inconvenience.
It was kept there by a divided vote in the committee, because

That, I
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